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PREFACE 


‘The present. volume is designed to serve as a companion to 
the third edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New 
‘Testament, edited by Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, Carlo M. 
Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, and Allen Wikgren. 

‘One of the chief purposes of the commentary to set forth 
the reasons that led the Committee, or a majority of the 
members of the Committee, to adopt certain variant readings 
for inclusion in the text and to relegate certain other readings 
to the apparatus. Gn the basis of a record of the voting of the 
Committee, as well as, for most sessions, more or less full notes 
‘of the discussions that preceded the voting, the present writer 
hhas sought to frame and express concisely (a) the main problem 
‘or problems involved in each set of variants and (b) the Com- 
mittee’s evaluation and resolution of those problems, In writing 
the commentary it was necessary not only to review what the 
Committee had done, but also to consult once again the several 
commentaries, concordances, synopses, lexicons, grammars, and 
similar reference works that had been utilized by members of 
the Committee during their discussions. More than once the 
record of the discussion proved to be incomplete because, amid 
the lively exchange of opinions, the Committee had come to 1 
decision without the formal enunciation of those reasons that 
appeared at the time to be obvious or self-evident. In such cases 
‘it was necessary for the present writer to supplement, or even 
to reconstruct, the tenor of the Committee's discussions. 

‘The general Introduction to the commentary includes an 
outline of the chief kinds of considerations that the Com- 
ittee took into account in choosing among variant readings. 
By becoming acquainted with these criteria (pp. xxv-xxviii) 
the reader will be able to understand more readily the presup- 
positions that underlie the Committee's evaluations of the di- 
vergent readings. 

In addition to the 1440 sets of variant readings supplied in 
the apparatus of the Bible Societies’ edition, the selection of 
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which was made chiefly on the basis of their exegetical impor- 

tance to the translator und student, the Committee suggested 
that certain other readings also deserved discussion in the 
supplementary volume. ‘The author has therefore included 
comments on about 600 additions) sets of variant readings, 
scattered throughout the New Testament; the majority of 
them, it will be noted, occur in the book of Acts, which, because 
of its peculiar textual problems, seemed to demand special 
attention (see the Introduction to the book of Acts). 

In the comments on the variant readings for which the 
text-volume supplios an apparatus, it was considered sufficient 
to cite merely the more important manuscript witnesses; the 
reader of the commentary will be able, if he wishes, to supple- 
ment the partial citation of evidence by consulting the fuller 
apparatus in the text-volume. On the other hand, occasionally 
the discussion in the commentary supplements the apparatus 
in the text-volume by the citation of additional witnesses, a 
few of which were not. known at the time of the Committee's 
work, and others of which had been deemed unimportant for 
Citation in the apparatus, Since the present volume is designed 
to assist translators and students who may not have available 
tin extensive library, the comments on the 600 additional sets of 
variant readings are accompanied by « more or less full citation 
of evidence, drawn from such standard apparatus critici as 
those of Tischendorf, von Soden, Nestle, Merk, Bover, Souter, 
Hoskier (for Revelation), and Wordsworth and White, as well 
as from editions of individual manuseripts (for information con- 
cernitig the Greek manuscripts cited in the commentary but 
ποῦ in the text-volume, see below, pp. 771 ff.) 

The writing of the commentary was begun during 1964, 
when the author, on sabbatical leave from his usual academic 
duties, was a member of the Institute for Advanced Study in 
Princeton. During the following years, as the first draft of each 
major section was completed, it was circulated among the other 
members of the Committee to make certain that the comments 
reflected adequately the Committee's deliberations. Frequently 
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it had happened that the members of the Committee differed 
in their evaluation of the textual evidence, and thus many 
readings were adopted on the basis of a majority vote. In 
special cases, when a member holding a minority opinion had 
strong feelings that the majority had seriously gone astray; 
opportunity was given for him to express his own point of view. 
Such occasional comments, identified by the writer's initials 
and enclosed within square brackets, are appended to the main 
discussion of the textual problem in question. 

‘The author is grateful to Professors Black, Martini, and 
Wikgren who, having read the typescript of the commentary, 
made several suggestions, corrections, and additions whieh 
have been incorporated into the volume; for the errors that 
remain he alone, of course, is responsible, Appreciation must 
‘also be expressed to Dr. Robert P. Markham for his capable 
and courteous assistance given at all stages of the work, The 
formidable task of typing the handwritten copy of the manu- 
seript was exeeuted with exceptional accuracy by Mrs. Richa! 
E. Munson. Similarly the craftsmen of the firm οἵ Maurice 
Jacobs, Inc., deserve commendation for the high quality of 
their work, which included the preparation of special font of 
Greek type to represent the script used in uncial manuscripts. 
Assistance in the onerous task of proofreading was given by 
Dr. Markham, Mr. Stanley 1.. Morris, Mrs. Munson, Dr. Brroll 
Rhodes, and Professor Wikgren, Finally, 1 wish to express my 
sincere thanks to Dr. Eugene A. Nida of the American Bible 
Society for having invited me to prepare this companion to 
our Greek text. Although the writing of the volume proved to 
be « far greater and much more exacting task than it appeared 
when 1 accepted the invitation, now that it is completed 1 am 
grateful to him for having given me the opportunity of en- 
larging, as one may hope, the usefulness of the United Bible 
Societies’ edition of the Greek New Testament. 

Bruce M. Merzcer 








Princeton ‘Theological Seminary 
September 30, 1970 


ABBREVIATIONS 


1. Moners Auriions axp Eprrons 





Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich= A Greek-Hnglish Lexicon of the New 
Testament and Other Karly Christian Literature; A Transla- 
tion and Adaption of Walter Bauer's Griechisch-deutsches 
Warterbuch 2u den Schriften des Neuen Testaments und der 
‘abrigen urchrisllichen Literatur, 4te Aufl,, 1952, by William 
ἘΞ Amdt and F, Wilbur Gingrich (Chicago and Cambridge, 
1957) 

Bluck, Aramaic Approach = An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels 
‘and Acts, by Matthew Black (Oxford, 1946; 3rd ed., 1967). 

Blass-Debrunner-Funk=A Greek Grammar of the New Testa- 
‘ment and Other Early Christian Literature; & ‘Translation and 
Revision of F. Blass and A, Debrunner's ninth-tenth German 
edition... by Robert W. Funk (Chicago, 1961). 

Bruce= The Acts of the Apostles; the Greek Text with Introduction 
‘and Commentary, by F. F. Bruce (London, 1951). 

Clark =The Acts of the Apostles; A Critical Edition with In- 
troduction and Notes on Selected Passages, by Albert C. Clark 
(Oxford, 1933). 

Hacnchen=Die Apostelgeschichle, new tibersetzt und erklirt 
yon Ernst Huenchen, Ste Aufl. (Kritisch-ezegetischer Kom- 
‘mentar ‘iber das New Testament, begriindet von H. A. W. 
Meyer; Gottingen, 1965). 

Harris=Codex Bezae, ἃ Study of the So-Called Western Text of 
the New Testament, by J. Rendel Harris (Texts and Studies, 
vol. τι; Cambridge, 1891). 

Hort=F. J. A. Hort’s “Notes on Select Readings," in The 
New Testament in the Original Greek, the Text Revised by 
Brooke Foss Westeott and Fenton John Anthony Hort; 
vol. τὴ Introduction [and] Appendix (Cambridge and London, 
1881; 2nd ed., 1896). 
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Lake and Cadbury=The Beginnings of Christianity; Part 1, 
‘The Acts of the Apostles, ed. by Ῥ. J. Foakes Jackson and 
Kirsopp Lake; vol. τν, English Translation and Commentary, 
by Kirsopp Lake and Henry J. Cadbury (London, 1933). 

Metager=The Text of the New Testament, Its Transmission, 
Corruption, and Restoration, by Bruce M. Metager (Oxford, 
1964; 2nd ed., 1968) 

Moulton, Prolegomena=A Grammar of New Testament Greek, 
by James Hope Moulton; vol. 1, Prolegomena (Edinburgh, 
1906; 3rd ed., 1908), 

Moulton-Howard, Grammar=A Grammar of New Testament 
Greek, by James Hope Moulton and Wilbert Francis Howard; 
vol. 11, Accidence and Word-Formation (Edinburgh, 1929). 

Moulton and Milligan= The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament 
Iibustrated from the Papyri and Other Non-Literary Sources, 
by James Hope Moulton and George Milligan (London, 1930), 

Moulton-Turner=A Grammar of New Testament Greek, by 
James Hope Moulton: vol. 1, Syntax, by Nigel Turner 
(Edinburgh, 1963). 

Ropes= The Text of Acts, by James Hardy Ropes, being vol. 11 
of The Beginnings of Christianity; Part I, The Acts of the 
Aposties, ed. by F. J. Foakes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake 
(London, 1926). 

‘Torrey = The Composition and Date of Acts, by ©. C. Torrey 
(Harvard Theological Studies, vol. 1; Cambridge, Massa- 
chusetts, 1916), 

‘Turner (see Moulton-Turner). 

Weiss, Der Codex D=Der Codex D in der Apostelgeschichte; 
Teetkritische Untersuchungen, by Bernhard Weiss (Texte und 
Untersuchungen, Neue Folge, 11. Band; Leipzig, 1899). 

Westcott and Hort, Introduetion=The New Testament in the 
Original Greek, the Text Revised by Brooke Foss Westeott 
and Fenton John Anthony Hort; [vol. 11) Introduction [and] 
Appendiz (Cambridge and London, 1881; 2nd ed., 1896). 

dunts=The Text of the Epistles; a Disquisition wpon the Corpus 

Paulinum, by G. Zuntz (London, 1953). 




















ABBREVIATIONS xi 


2. Oritek AnBREVIATIONS 


δά loc.=ad locum (at the passage) 


al =alia (other witnesses) 
ASV. =American Standard Version (1901) 

ΑΥ =Authorized or King James Version (1611) 
bis =twice 

οἵ. =confer (compare) 

e.g =exempli gratia (for example) 


Aiat is lacking (used of a passage in a fragmentary manu- 
script) 

id est (that is) 

nglish Bible (New Testament, 1961) 

Standard Version (New Testament, 1946) 

nder the word) 


NEB =New 

Revised 

p= sub voce ( 

ter =three times 

vid =videtur (it seems; used to indicate that the reading is 
not certain, especially in a damaged manuscript) 

















For the abbreviations of the titles of the books ofthe Bible 
and the sgla of manuscripts and early versions af the Now 
‘Testament, see the Introduction in The Greek New Teslament 
(τὰ edition), supplemented by the sigla of witnewes lst 
inthe Appetdix atthe close of the prsent volume, For further 
information concerning individual Greek manuscripts cited in 
the apparatus, ee Caspar René Gregory, Pezthritik dee Newn 
Teamente, 3 vol (Leipzig, 1900-00), and Kurt Aland 
Kurapefasste Lisle der griechischen Handschrifen des Newen 
Testaments; 1. Gesamtibersicht (Berlin, 1963), with supplements 
in Aland’s Materialien eur neutestamentliche Handschriftenkunde, 

7 δ 
ὃ ie yee siglum of a manvseript is enclosed within 
parentheses, this means that the mamuscript supports the 
eading in most respects but differs in some unimportant detai 
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It should be observed that, in accord with the theory that 
members of f' and [8 were subject to progressive aceommoda- 
tion to the later Byzantine text, scholars have established the 
text of these families by adopting reudings of family witnesses 
that differ from the Textus Receptus. Therefore the citation 
of the siglm /? or f* may, in any given instance, signify a 
iis οἵ manuscripts (or even only one) that belong to the 
amily, 











INTRODUCTION 


‘Most commentaries on the Bible seek to explain the meaning 
of words, phrases, and ideas of the scriptural text in their 
nearer and wider context; a textual commentary, however, is 
concerned with the prior question, What is the original text of 
the passage? That such a question must be asked—and an- 
swered!—before one explains the meaning of the text arises 
from two circumstances: (a) none of the original documents 
of the Bible is extant today, and (b) the existing copies differ 
from one another. 

Despite the large number of general and specialized com= 
mentaries on the books of the New Testament, very few deal 
adequately with textual problems. In fact, there is none that 
deals comprehensively with the entire New Testament, and 
those that supply the fullest discussions were written during, the 
past century and are, of course, seriously out of date today, 
Among nineteenth eontury works devoted exclusively to textual 
problems are Rinck’s commentary on the Acts of the Apostles 
and the Bpistles,! and Reiche's three volumes on the Pauline 
and Catholic Epistles.* Not nearly so extensive but much more 











‘Wilhelm Friedrich Rinck, Lucubratio erica in Acta Apostotorwm, 

Epistolas Catholieas εἰ Paulinas, in qua de classibus brorum maou seriptum 

fi deseriptio et varia leetio septem eodicum Marcionarum 

ὁ observationes ad plurima, loca cum Apostoli tum Hvane 
jeanda et emendanda proponuntur (Basel, 1830). 














nt, but finished only the portions on 
us eritieus in textum Graecum Novi 
Tesamenti, particula 1 (Jena, 1798); particula τι Wena, 1811). Tt may 
also he mentioned that in 1844 J. T. Dovdes commented at considerable 
Tength on nearly Bity passages that involve major textuat problems tn 
Sew Testament in his Verhandeling over de tekatkritick des Neewwen 
reyler's Godgeleerd Genootschap, vol. χχχεν; Haarlem, 
1844), pp. 387-481 
* Jobann Georg Reiche, Commentarius eritcus in Nloowl Tlestamentur] 
quo loca graviora εἰ dificiliora lectionis dubine accurate recensentur ef ez 
plicmter; Tomus 1, Bpistolas Pauli ad Romanos εἰ ad Corinthios datas 
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widely known are the “Notes on Select Readings” which are 
inclided in the second volume, entitled Introduction [and] 
Appendix, of B. ¥. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort’s The New 
‘Testament in the Original Greek (Cambridge and London, 1881) 
Approximately 425 passages are considered in these Notes, 
some δὲ ‘Which involve lengthy discussions that remain’ per- 
munently valuable, while others provide merely the citation of 
evidence without comment. The second edition of the volume 
(1896) contains nearly 50 additional Notes, prepared by F. Ὁ 
Burkitt and dealing with the newly discovered Sinaitie Syria 
manuscript of the Gospels. At the clove of the century Edward 
Miller, αὶ disciple of Dean J. W. Burgon, issued Part 1 of his 
Tectual Commentary wpon the Holy Gospels (London, 1899), 
covering the first fourteen chapters of the Gospel according to 
Matthew. ‘This work, however, is misnamed, for instead of 
being a commentary in the usual sense of the word, it comprises 
nothing more than a critical apparatus of variant readings. 
The twentieth century saw the publication of de Zwaun’s 
dloctoral dissertation devoted to the textual problems of 2 Peter 
and Jude,‘ and ‘Turner's elaborate analyses of Markan usage, 
culminating in “A ‘Textual Commentary on Mark 1.” More 














conta (Cotges, 1888); Toma 1, pln Ἀρομοὴς Ῥαὶὶὶ inne 
en (80) aI, Bytom Hr Bp Cac 

ἘΠῚ th two volun eal he Revie” Grek Text (Boston, 1802), 
Wich are ἐν eoaientartoraat We Whitney ‘acai abot τοῦ 
Jaceget In he Teyied Vorson of ἰδ, which war trated baially 
From Weataat and Torts Grek ext; in aloxt all eases Whitney prefers 
thet pte nc King nerd horn 

εἰσιν te Zwaan, 11 Paras en Judo; tetilgane met inlidende 
studién en textueelen commentaar (Leiden, 1909). 

Gl, Turner, “Aarean Usage! Notn, Crital an Ἐκωροιϊοει; on the 
acid Gospel." Sourel of Thesopal Shue χαν (1928-28, pp. 377-83; 
art (1924-99, pp. 12-0, 16-186, 25-240, 07-310; xxv (φῶ. 
ἀν. 6862; sve (1826-27), pp. 9-90, 340-902. The textual commer 
{ary nat plied In Journal of Thslopcel Studie, πατει I920-27 
pi 1 
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recently R. V. G. Tasker has provided about 270 brief ‘Notes 
on Variant Readings” in the Appendix to his edition of The 
Greek New Testament (Oxford and Cambridge, 1964), the text 
of which is to be regarded as lying behind The New Bnglish 
Bible (1961). 

In the following pages the reader will find a succinct state- 
ment of (1) the history of the transmission of the New Testa- 
‘ment text, (2) the principal criteria used in choosing among 
conflicting witnesses to the text, and (3) the chief witnesses 
to the New Testament listed according to types of text. 


1, History oF Tim TRANSMISSION OF THE 
New ΤΈΒΤΑΜΕΝΤ Text 


In the earliest days of the Christian church, after an apostolic 
letter was sent to a congregation or an individual, or after ἃ 
gospel was written to meet the noeds of a particular reading 
public, eopies would be made in order to extend its influence 
‘and to enuble others to profit from it as well. Tt was inevitable 
that such handwritten copies would contain a greater or lesser 
number of differences in wording from the original. Most of 
the divergencies arose from quite accidental causes, such as 
mistaking ἃ letter or a word for another that looked like it, 
If two neighboring lines of « manuscript began or ended with 
the same group of letters or if two similur words stood near 
each other in the same line, it was easy for the eye of the 
copyist to jump from the first group of letters to the second, 
‘and 60 for a portion of the text to be omitted (called homoe 
arcton or homoeoteleuton, depending upon whether the simi 
larity of letters occurred at the beginning or the ending of the 
words), Conversely the seribe might go back from the second 
to the first group and unwittingly copy one or more words 
twice (called dittography). Letters that were pronounced alike 
were sometimes confused (called itacism). Such accidental 
errors are almost unavoidable whenever lengthy passages ure 
‘copied by hand, and would be especially likely to occur if the 
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recently the two chief witnesses to the Alexandrian text were 
codex Vaticanus (B) and codex Sinaiticus (), parchment 
manuscripts dating from about the middle of the fourth century. 
With the acquisition, however, of the Bodmer Papyri, par- 
ticularly p* and p", both copied about the end of the second 
or the beginning of the third century, evidence is now available 
that the Alexandrian type of text goes back to an archetype 
that must be dated early in the second century. The Sahidie 
and Bohairic versions frequently contain typically Alexandrian 
readings. 

"The Western tex, which was widely current in Italy and Gaul 
tag well as in North Afriea and elsewhere (including Egypt), 
‘ean also be traced back to the second century. It was used by 
Marcion, Tatian, Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Cyprian. Its presence 
in Egypt is shown by the papyri pi (about λον. 800) and pt 
(about the end of the third century). The most important 
Greek manuscripts that present a Western type of text are 
codex Bere (D) of the fifth or sixth century (containing the 
Gospels and Acts), codex Claromontanus (D) of the sixth 
century (containing the Pauline epistles), and, for Mark 1.1 
to 5.30, codex Washingtonianus (W) of the late fourth or early 
fifth century. Likewise the Old Latin versions are notewort! 
witnesses to. Western type of text; these fall into three mai 
groups, the African, Italian, and Hispanic forms of Old 
Latin texts, 

‘The chief characteristic of Western readings is fondness for 
paraphrase, Words, clauses, and even whole sentences are 





























freely changecl, omitted, or inserted. Sometimes the motive 
appears to have been harmonization, while at other times it 





‘was the enrichment of the narrative by the inclusion of tradi- 
tional or apocryphal material. Some readings involve quite 
trivial alterations for which no special reason can be assigned 
One of the puzzling features of the Western text (which 
generally is longer than the other forms of text) is that at the 
end of Luke and in a few other places in the New Testament 
certain Western witnesses omit words and passages that are 
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present in other forms of text, including the ΑἹ» rian. 
Although atthe clo of the lat contury certain scholars rare 
disposed to regard these shorter readings as original (Westeott 
and Hort called them “Western non-interpolations”), since the 
acquisition of the Bodmer Papyri many scholars today are 
inelined to regard them as aberrant readings (see the Note on 
Western Non-Interpolations, pp. 191-193), 

In the book of Acts the problems raised by the Western 
text become most acute, for the Western text of Acts is nearly 
ton percent longer than the form which is commonly regarded 
to be the original text of that, book. For this reason. the present, 
volume devotes proportionately more space to variant readings 
in Acts than to those in any other New Testament book, and 
ἃ. special Introduction to the textual phenomena in. Acts is 
wided (see pp. 259-272). 

Che Caesarean et, which seems to have originated in Ἐν 
(hiepuscnity Baaewannaiereoruntoire mmc: 
perhaps by Origen, to Caesarea, where it was used by Eusebius 
and others. From Caesarea it was carried to Jerusalem, where 
it was used by Cyril and by Armenians who, at an early date, 
had « colony at Jerusslem, Armenian missionaries carried the 
Caesarean text into Georgia, where it influenoed the Geongiin 
version as well. as an uncial Greek manuscript of about. the 
ninth cgntury (Θ, codex. Koridethi), Furthermore, perhaps 
Euthalius’s scholarly edition of the Pauline Epistles was made 
at Cuesarea (go Zunts). 

hus it appears that the Caesarean type of text hus had a 
long and checkered career.’ According to the view of most 























“0. Zant The Teat of he Bpites:& Diogiition spon th: Corps 
Paulinum (London, 1953), pp. 153 f. rat Vaan 

Fora summary of Us τελεῖ rscareh on the so-aled Catare tet 
see Metzger, “"The Caesarean Test of the Gospels,” Journal of Biblical 
teary (18), pp. 407-489, reprinted with addons in Meters 
Chapter nthe ξεν of Neo Testament Testu Crim (Leiden and 
Grand Raps, 195), pp. 42-72. few achlar doubt whether i ie 
vowble uo dest the Caran txts, Burt Alan in Te Bile 
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scholars, it is an Eastern text, dating from the early part of 
the third century, and is characterized by a distinetive mixture 
‘of Western readings and Alexandrian readings. One may also 
observe a certain striving after elegance of expression, a feature 
that is especially typical of the Byzantine type of text. 

‘Another Kastern type of text, current in and near Antioch, 
is preserved today chiefly in Old Syriac witnesses, namely the 
Sinaitic and the Curetonian manuseripts of the Gospels and 
in the quotations of Seripture contained in the works of 
Aphraates aud Ephraem, 

‘The Byzantine text, otherwise called the Syrian text (so 
Westcott und Hort), the Koine text (so yon Soden), the 
Ecclesiastical text (so Lake), and the Antiochian text (so Ropes), 
is, on the whole, the latest of the several distinctive types of 
text of the New Testament. It is characterized chiefly by lucidity 
and completeness, The framers of this text sought to smooth 
away any harshness of language, to combine two or more 
divergent. readings into one expanded reading (called conf 
tion), and to harmonize divergent parallel passages. ‘This 
confinted text, produced perhaps at Antioch in Syria, was 
taken to Constantinople, whenee it was distributed widely 
throughout the Byzantine Empire. It is best represented tod: 
by codex Alexandrinus (in the Gospels; not in Acts, the Epistles, 
or Revelution), the later uncial manuscripts, and the great mass 
of minuscule manuseripts. Thus, except for an oecasional mant- 
seript that happened to preserve an earlier form of text, during 
the period from about the sixth or seventh century down to 
the invention of printing with moveable type (a. . 1 » the 
Byzantine form of text was generally regarded ax Uke au- 
thoritative form of text and was the one most widely eireulated 
and accepted. 

After Gutenberg’s press made the production of books more 
































in Modern Scholarship, ed. by J. Philip Flyatt (Nashville, 1965), pp. 385 ει. 
reprinted in Aland’s Studien 2ur Otertiferung des Newen Testaments und 
eines Tezies (Berlin, 1967), pp. 188 £ 
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rapid and therefore cheaper than was possible through copying 
by hand, it was the debased Byzantine text that became the 
standard form of the New Testament in printed editions. This 
unfortunate situation was not altogether unexpected, for the 
Greek manuscripts of the New Testament which were most 
readily available to carly editors and printers were those that 
contained the corrupt Byzantine text. 

‘The first published edition of the printed Greck ‘Testament, 
issued at Basel in 1516, was prepared by Desiderius Erasmus, 
the Dutch humanist scholar, Since Erasmus could find no 
manuscript that contained the entire Greek ‘Testament, he 
utilized several for the various divisions of the New Testament. 
For the greater part of his text he relied on two rather inferior 
manuscripts now in the university library at Basel, one of 
the Gospels and one of the Acts and Epistles, both dating 
from about the twelfth century. Erasmus compared them with 
two or three others, and entered occasional corrections in the 
margins or between the lines of the copy given to the printer. 
For the book of Revelation he had but one manuseript, dating 
from the twelfth century, which he had borrowed from his 
friend Reuchlin. As it happened, this copy lacked the final 
leaf, which had contained the last six verses of the book. For 
these verses Erasmus depended upon Jerome's Latin Vulgate, 
translating this version into Greek. As would be expected from 
such procedure, here and there in’ Erasmus’s reconstruction 
of these verses are several readings which have never’ been 
found in any Greek manuseript—but which are still per- 
petuated today in printings of the so-called Textus Receptus 
of the Greek New Testament. In other parts of the New Testa- 
ment Erasmus also-oceasionally introduced into his Greek text 
material derived from the current form of the Latin Vulgate. 

So much in demand was Erasmus’s Greek ‘Testament that 
the first edition was soon exhausted and a second was called 
for. It was this second edition of 1519, in which some (but: not 
nearly all) of the many typographical blunders of the first 
edition had been corrected, that Martin Luther and William 
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‘Tyndale used as the basis of their translations of the New 
‘Testament into German (1522) and into English (1525). 

In the years following many other editors and printers 
issued a variety of editions of the Greck Testament, all of 
which reproduced more oF less the same type of text, namely 
that preserved in the Iater Byzantine manuscripts. Bven when 
it happened that an editor had access to older manuscripts— 
as when ‘Theodore Beza, the friend and successor of Calvin at 
Geneva, acquired the fifth or sixth century manuscript that 
ἔσο under his name today as well as the sixth century codex 
Cluromontanus—he made relatively little use of them, for they 
deviated too far from the form of text that had become standard 
in the later copies. 

Noteworthy early editions of the Greek New Testament 
inelude two issued by Robert Ftienne (commonly known under 
the Latin form of his name, Stephanus), the famous Parisian 
printer who later moved to Geneva aud threw in his lot with 
the Protestants of that city, In 1550 Stephanus published at 
Paris his third edition, the editio Regia, a magnificent folio 
edition. It is the first printed Greek Testament to contain 
critical apparatus; on the inner margins of its pages Stephanus 
entered. variant, readings from fourteen Greek manuscripts, 
‘ns well as readings from another printed edition, the Com- 
plutensian Polyglot. Stephanus's fourth edition (Geneva, 
1551), which contains two Lutin versions (the Vulgate and 
thut of Erasmus), ig noteworthy because in it for the first time 
the text of the New Testament was divided into numbered 
verses. 

‘Pheodor Bex published no fewer than nine editions of the 
Greck Testament between 1565 and 1604, and a tenth editio 
appeared posthumously in 1611. The importance of Be: 
work lies in the extent to which his editions tended to popularize 
and stereotype what came Lo be called the Textus Receptus. 
‘Phe translators of the Authorized or King James Bible of 1611 
made large use of Beza’s editions of 1588-89 and 1598. 

‘The term Textus Recentus, as applied to the text of the New 
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‘Testament, originated in an expression used by the Ehevir 
brothers, who were printers in Leiden and later in Amsterdam. 
‘The preface to their second edition of the Greek Testament 
(1633) contains the sentence: Terliem ergo habes nunc ab ovanibus 
receptum in quo nihil immeutatum aut corruptum damus (""Phere- 
fore you [dear reader] now have the text received by all, in 
which we give nothing changed or corrupted”). In one sense 
this proud claim of the Elzevirs in behalf of thetr edition 
seemed to be justified, for their edition was, in most respects, 
not different from the approximately 160 other editions of 
the printed Greck ‘Testament that had been issued since 
Erasmus’s first. published edition of 1516. In ἃ more precise 
sense, however, the Byzantine form of the Greck text, repro- 
duced in all early printed editions, was disfigured, as was 
mentioned above, by the accumulation over the centuries of 
myriads of scribal alterations, many of minor significance but 
some of considerable consequence. 

It was the corrupt Byzantine form of text that provided the 
basis for almost all translations of the New Testament into 
modern languages down to the nineteenth century. During 
the eighteenth century scholars assembled a great amount of 
information from many Greek manuscripts, as well as from 
versional and patristic witnesses. But, except for three or four 
editors who timidly corrected some of the more blatant errors 
of the Textus Receptus, this debased form of the New Testa- 
ment text was reprinted in edition after edition. It was only 
in the first part of the nineteenth century (1831) that a German 
classical scholar, Karl Lachmann, ventured to apply to the 
New Testament the criteria that he had used in editing texts 
of the classics. Subsequently other critical editions appeared, 
including those prepared by Constantin von Tischendorf, whose 
cighth edition (1869-72) remains a monumental thesaurus of 
variant readings, and the influential edition prepared by two 
Cambridge scholars, B. F, Westeott and F. J. A, Hort (1881). 
It is the latter edition that was taken as the basis for the 
present United Bible Societies’ edition. During the twentieth 
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century, with the discovery of eeveral New Testament manu- 
seripts much older than any that had hitherto been available, 
it hus become possible to produce editions of the New Testa- 
ment that approximate ever more closely to what is regarded 
ag the wording of the original documents, 


TL, Crrrerta Useo iy CnoostNe Amona Conrzicrinc 
Reapinas wy New ΤΈΒΤΑΜΈΝΥ WITNESSES 


In the preceding section the reader will have seen how, 
during about fourteen centuries when the New ‘Testament 
‘was transmitted in handwritten copies, numerous changes and 
aceretions came into the text. Of the approximately five 
thousand Greek manuseripts of all or part of the New Testa- 
ment that are known today, no two agree exactly in all 
particulars. Confronted by a mass of conflicting readings, 
editors must decide which variants desorve to be included in 
the text and which should be relegated to the apparatus. 
Although nt first it may seem to be a hopeless task amid 80, 
many thousands of variant readings to sort out those that 
should be regarded as original, textual scholurs have developed 
certain generally acknowledged criteria of evaluation. ‘These 
considerations depend, it will be seen, upon probabilities, and 
sometimes the textual critic must weigh one set of probabilities 
against another. Furthermore, the reader should be advised at 
the outset that, although the following criteria have been drawn 
up in a more oF less tidy outline form, their application can 
never be undertaken in a merely mechanical or stereotyped 
manner, ‘The range and complexity of textual data are so 
great that no neatly arranged or mechanically contrived set of 
rules can be applied with mathematical precision. Bach and 
every variant reading needs to be considered in itself, and not 
judged merely according to a rule of thumb, With these eau- 
tionary comments in mind, the reader will appreciate that the 
following outline of criteria is meant only as a convenient 
description of the more important considerations that the 
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Committee took into account when choosing among variant 
readings. 

‘The chief categories or kinds of criteria and considerations 
that assist one in evaluating the relative worth of variant 
readings are those which involve (1) External Evidence, having 
to do with the manuscripts themselves, and (II) Internal 
Evidence, having to do with two kinds of considerations, 
(A) those concerned with Transcriptional Probabilities (i. ὁ. 
relating to the habits of scribes) and (B) those concerned with 
Intrinsic Probabilities (i.e, relating to the style of the author).* 


OUTLINE OF CRITERIA 


1. Εχτεκναι, eviENce, involving considerations bearing upon. 


A. The date and character of the witnesses. In general, 
earlier manuscripts are more likely to be free from those errors 
that arise from repeated copying. Of even greater importance, 
however, than the age of the document itself are the date wud 
character of the type of Uext that it embodies, as well as the 
degree of care taken by the copyist while producing the 
manuscript. 

B. The geographical distribution of the witnesses that 
support a variant. The concurrence of witnesses, for example, 
from ‘Antioch, Alexandria, and Gaul in support of « given 
variant is, othor things being equal, more significant. than 
the testimony of witnesses representing but one locality or 
one ecclesiastical see, On the other hand, however, one must be 
certain that geographically remote witnesses are really in- 
dependent of one another. Agreements, for example, between 
Old Latin and Old Syriae witnesses may sometimes be due to 
‘common influence from Tatian’s Diatessaron. 




















* ‘The table of eriteria has been adapted from the present writer's volume, 
‘The Text of the New Testament, ils Transraission, Corruption, and Restoration 
(Oxford, 1964; second edition, 1968), which may be consulted for a fuller 
account of the science and art of textual criticism. 
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©. The genealogical relationship of texts and families of 
witnesses. Mere numbers of witnesses supporting a given 
yariant reading do not necessarily prove the superiority of 
that. reading. For example, if in a given sentence reading 2 is 
supported by twenty manuscripts and reading y by only one 
manuscript, the relative numerical support favoring z counts 
for nothing if all twenty manuscripts should be discovered 
to be copies made from a single manuscript, no longer extant, 
whose scribe first introduced that particular variant reading. 
‘Phe comparison, in that case, ought to be made between the 
‘one manuscript containing reading y and the single ancestor 
of the twenty manuscripts containing reading 2. 

1), Witnesses are to be weighed rather than counted. That 
is, the principle enunciated in the previous paragraph needs 
to be elaborated: those witnesses that are found to be generally 
trustworthy in clear-cut cases deserve to be accorded pre- 
dominant weight in eases when the textual problems are am- 
biguous and their resolution is uncertain. At the same time, 
however, since the relative weight of the several kinds of 
evidence differs for different kinds of variants, there should be 
no merely mechanical evaluation of the evidence. 











II, IvreeNaL EvIDENCE, involving two kinds of probabilities: 


‘A, Transcriptional Probabilities depend upon considerations 
of the habits of seribes and upon palacographical features in 
the manuseripts. 

1, In general, the more difficult reading is to be preferred, 
particularly when the sense appears on the surface to be 
erroneous but on more mature consideration proves itself to 
be correct. (Here “more difficult” means “more difficult to the 
soribe,” who would be tempted to make an emendation. The 
characteristic of most scribal emendations is their superficiality, 
often combining “the appearance of improvement with the 
absence of its reality.”* Obviously the category “‘more difficult 





* Weateott, and Hort, op. cit, vol. πε, p. 27. 
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is relative, and sometimes @ point is reached when a 
reading must be judged to be so difficult that it can have 
arisen only by aecident in transcription.) 

2. In general the shorter reading is to be preferred, exeept 
where 





(a) Parablepsis arising from homovoarcton or homoco- 
teleuton may have occurred (i, ¢., where the eye of the copyist 
may have inadvertently passed from one word to another 
having a similar sequence of letters); or where 

(Ὁ The scribe may have omitted material whieh he 
deemed to be (j) superfluous, (ii) harsh, or (iii) contrary to 
pious belief, liturgical usage, or ascetical practice. 

3. Since seribes would frequently bring divergent passages 
into harmony with one another, in parallel passages (whether 
quotations from the Old Testament or different accounts in 
the Gospels of the same event or narrative) that reading which 
involves verbal dissidence is usually to be preferred to one 
which is verbally concordant, 

4. Scribes would sometimes 

(a) Replace an unfamiliar word with a more familiar 
synonym; 

(b) Alter a less refined grammatical form or less elegant 
lexical expression in accord with contemporary Atticiving 
preferences; or 

(©) Add pronouns, conjunctions, and expletives to make 
‘a smoother text. 


B. Intrinsic Probabilities depend upon considerations of what 
the author was more likely to have written. The textual critic 
takes into account 

1. In general; 
(a) The style and vocabulary of the author throughout 
the book: 
(Ὁ) ‘The immediate context; and 
(c) Harmony with the usage of the author elsewhere; and, 
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2, In the Gospels: 

(@) The Aramaic background of the teaching of Jesus; 

(Ὁ) The priority of the Gospel aecording to Mark; and 

(©) The influence of the Christian community upon the 
formulation and transmission of the passage in question. 

It is obvious that not all of these criteria are applicable in 
every case, The textual critic must know when it is appropriate 
to give greater consideration to one kind of evidence and less to 
another. Since textual criticism is an art as well as a science, 
it is inevitable that in some cases different scholars will come 
to different evaluations of the significance of the evidence. 
‘This divergence is almost inevitable when, as sometimes 
happens, the evidence ix so divided that, for example, the 
more difficult reading is found only in the later witnesses, or 
the longer reading is found only in the earlier witnesses. 

In order to indicate the relative degree of certainty in the 
mind of the Committee for the reading adopted as the text, 
tun identifying letter is included within braces at the beginning 
of cach set of textual variants. The letter [AJ signifies that 
the text is virtually cortain, while {B} indicates that there is 
some degree of doubt concerning the reading selected for the 
text. ‘The letter [ΟἹ means that there is a considerable degree 
of doubt whether the text or the apparatus contains the 
auperior reading, while {D] shows that there is a very high 
degree of doubt. concerning the reading selected for the text. 
In fact, among the [D} decisions sometimes none of the 
variant readings commended itself as original, and therefore 
the only recourse was to print the least unsatisfactory reading. 











LIL. Lases of Wrrwesses Accoroine ΤῸ Tyre or Text 


‘The following are some of the more important witnesses to. 
the text of the New Testament arranged in lists according to 
2 Tt willbe noted that this system is similer im principle but different 


in application from that followed by Jobann ATbreebt Bengel in his edition 
‘of the Grevk New Testament (Dibingen, 1734) 
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the predominant type of text exhibited by each witness. It 
will be observed that in some eases different sections of the New 
Testament within the same witness belong to different, text- 
types. 

Alexandrian Witnesses 


(J) Proto-Alexandrian: 
p® (in Acts) pf p% p® 8 B Sahidie (in part), Clement of 
Alexandria, Origen (in part), and most of the papyrus fragments 
with Pauline text. 
(2) Later Alexandrian 
Gospels: (C)" LT W (in Luke 1.1 to 8.12 and John) (X) 
ZA (in Mark) = Ψ (in Mark; partially in Luke and John) 
38 579 802 1241 Bohai 
Acts: pM A (©) Ψ 33 81 104 326. 
Pauline Epistles: A (C) H 1 W 88 81 104 326 1739, 
Catholic Epistles: p* ® A (©) W 33 81 104 826 1739, 
Revelation: A (C) 1006 1611 1854 2058 2844; less good, p*" 8. 








Western Witnesses 

Gospels: D W (in Mark 1.1 to 5.30) 0171, the Old Latin, 
(syr*and syr’ in part), early Latin Fathers, Tatian's Diatessaron. 

Acts: p® p® ptt DE 383 614 1739 syr"™* syr/™!™ cop eurly 
Latin Fathers, Ephraem. 

Epistles: the Greek-Latin bilinguals D F G, Greek Fathers 
to the end of the third century, Old Latin mss, and eurly 
Latin Fathers, Syrian Fathers to about 4.0, 450. 

It will be observed that for the book of Revelation no 
specifically Western witnesses have been identified. 





Caesarean Witnesses 
(2) Pre-Caesarean: p W (in Mark 5.81 to 16.20) f' * 28, 
(2) Caesarean proper: @ 565 700 arm geo Origen (in part), 
Eusebius, Cyril-Jerusalem. 


In this list parentheses indicate that the text of the manuscript 
‘thus designated ie mixed in character. 
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‘The classification of Caesarean witnesses into pre-Caesarestu 
and Caesarean proper has been most fully explored in the 
text of the Gospel of Mark, but similar groupings are some. 
times assumed to hold good for the other Gospels as well 
Very little research has been undertaken in identifying the 
Caesarean text (if there is such a text) in the other books of 
the New Testament, 





Byzantine Witnesses 


Gospels: A EF GH K P'S V W (in Matt. and Luke 8.13— 
24.63) ΠῚ Ψ (partially in Luke and John) 2 and most minuscules. 

Acts: HL P 019 and most minuscule 

Epistles: L 049 and most minuscules, 

Revelation: 04 051 052 and most minuscules. 


In assossing the preceding lists of witnesses two comments 
are appropriate. (a) The tables include only those witnesses 
that are more or less generally acknowledged to be the chief 
tepresentatives of the several textual types. Additional wit 
nesses have at times been assigned to one or another category: 
for example, among the weaker representatives of the Caesarean 
text B. H. Streoter was inclined to include the deluxe, purple 
manuscripts N, Ὁ, and D, as well as U A Φ 157 544 fam. 1424, 
1071 and 1604, and other scholars have identified still other 
witnesses ns Caesarean, 

(0) While the reader is encouraged to refer from time to 
time from the commentary to the above lists of witnesses, it 
must never be supposed that identity of external support for 
two sepurate sets of variant readings requires identical judg- 
ments concerning the original text. Although the external 
evidence for two sets of variant readings may be exactly the 








As was mentioned earlier, these have been variously designated by 
other writers as Antiochian, Syrian, Beclesiastieal, or Koine witnesses. 
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sane, considerations of transcriptional and/or intrinsic prob- 
abilities of readings may lead to quite diverse judgments ¢con- 
cerning the original text. This is, of course, only another way 
of saying that textual criticism is an art as well as a science, 
and demands that each set of variants be evaluated in the light 
οἵ the fullest consideration of both external evidence and 
internal probabilities, 
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1.7-8 ᾿Ασάφ, ᾿Ασάφ [B] 


It is clear that the name “Asaph’’ is the earliest form of 
text preserved in the manuscripts, for the agreement of Alex- 
andrian (8 B) and Cacsarean witnesses (f1 j 700 L071) with 
Kastern versions (cop arm cth geo) and representatives of 
the Western text (Old Latin mss, and D in Luke [D is lucking 
for this part of Matthew]) makes a very strong combination. 
Furthermore, the tendency of scribes, observing that the name 
of the psulmist Asaph (cf, the titles of Ps 50 and 73 to 88) was 
confused with that of Asa the king of Judah (1 Kgs 15.91.), 
would have been to correct the error, thus accounting for the 
prevalence of ᾿Ασά in the later Koclesiastical text and i 
inclusion in the Textus Receptus.! 

‘Although most scholars are impressed by the overwhelming 
weight of textual evidence supporting ᾿Ασάφ, Lagrange demurs 
and in his commentary prints ᾿Ασά as the text of Matthew. 
He declares (p. 5) that “literary criticism is not able to admit 
that theauthor, who could not have drawn up this list without 
consulting the Old Testament, would have taken the name of a 
psalmist in place of a king of Judah. It is necessary, therefore, 
to suppose that ᾿Ασάφ is a very ancient [seribal] error.” Since, 
however, the evangelist may have derived material for the 
genealogy, not from the Old ‘Testament directly, but from 
subsequent genealogical lists, in which the erroneous spelling 
occurred, the Committee saw no reason to adopt what appears 
to be a setibal emendation. 


Su the genealogy in Chr 3.10 most Greek manuscripts read ‘Aad, 
‘though ms. 60 reads ᾿Ασάβ. In Antig. vit.x.3—xil.6 Josephus uses ΓΔσα- 
vos, though in the Latin translation Asaph appears. 

1 
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110. ᾿Αμώς, ᾿Αμώς [Β] 

‘The textual evidence for the reading “Amos,” an error for 
“Amon,” the name of the king of Judah, is nearly the same as 
that which reads ᾿Ασάφ in verses 7 and 8, 

In 1 Chr 3.14 most manuscripts present the correct ᾿Αμών. 
(or its near equivalent ᾿Αμμών), but ᾿Αμώς is read by A Be 
(B* and one minuscule read ᾿Αμνώρ). In the narrative account 
concerning King Amon in 2 Kgs 21.18-19, 23-25; 2 Chr 33.20-25 
several Grock witnesses erroneously read ᾿Αμώς. 

Despite Lagrange’s preference for ᾿Αμών (see his argument 
quoted above on verses 7-8), the Committee was impressed by 
the weight of the external evidence that attests ᾿Αμώς. 








111. ἐγῴνησεν [Bj 


In order to bring the text of Matthew into harmony with 
the genealogy in 1 Chr 8.15-16, several of the later uncial 
manuscripts (M U © 2), as well as a variety of other witnesses 
(including f* 33 209 258 478 661 954 1354 1604 ayetiet ns we 
£00), haveadded τὸν ᾿Ιωακείμ, Ιωακεὶμ δὲ ἐγέννησεν. Although 
it is possible to argue that the clause hed accidentally fallen 
out during transcription, the external evidence in its favor 
is not as weighty as that which supports the shorter text 
WW BCE KLS VWI Δ ΠῚ most minuscules it vg syr* 
cop arm eth). It should be noted also that when the clause 
is present there are fifteen generations in the second tessera- 
decade (compare ver. 17). 








116 τὸν ἄνδρα Μαρίας, ἐξ ἧς ἐγεννήθη ᾿Ιησοῦς ὃ 
λεγόμενος Χριστός [8] 

‘There are three principal variant readings: (1) “and Jacob 
begot Joseph the husband of Mary, of whom Jesus was born, 
wha is called Christ,” is supported by a wide representation of 
textual families in early Greek and versional witnesses, in- 
cluding p! & ΒΟ W vg syrPPa! cop-() goo, 


—— 
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(2) “and Jacob begot Joseph, lo whom being betrothed the 
virgin Mary bore Jesus, who is called Christ,” is supported by 
Caesarean and several Old Latin witnesses (Θ᾽ ΡῈ ite 
λα), Similar to this are the readings of the Curetonian 
Syriac manuscript, “Jacob begot Joseph, him to whom was 
betrothed Mary the virgin, she who bore Jesus the Christ,” and 
of the Armenian version, “Jacob begot Joseph the husband of 
Mary, to whom was betrothed Mary the virgin, from whom was 
born Jesus who was called Christ.” In the more complete form 
of the Liber generationis incorporated by Hippolytus in his 
Chronicle (completed about 4.0. 234), the genealogy from Adam 
to Christ closes with the words Ioseph, cut dinponsata fuit utrgo 
Maria, quae genuit Lesum Christum ex spiritu sancto (ed. by 
Rudolf Helm, 1955, p. 126; “oseph, to whom was betrothed 
the virgin Mary, who [fem.| bore Jesus Christ from the Holy 
spirit”). 

(8) “Jacob begot Joseph; Joseph, to whom was betrothed 
Mary the virgin, begot Jesus who is called the Christ," is attested 
by the Sinaitie Syriae manuseript 

Other witnesses have sometimes been supposed to support 
reading (3), Thus, in the Dialogue of ‘Timothy and Aquila, 
an anonymous treatise (dating perhaps from the fifth century)? 
that presents a debate between a Christian and a Jew, Mt 1.16 
is refegred to three times. ‘The third of these is a loose quotation 
of the commonly received text, Ἰακὼβ δὲ ἐγέννησεν τὸν ᾿Ιωσὴφ 
τὸν μνηστευσάμενον Μαριάμ, ἐξ ἧς ἐγεννήθη ὁ Χριστὸς ὁ 
υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ (“And Jacob begot Joseph, who was betrothed 
to Mary, irom whom was born the Christ the Son of God’). 
‘The second quotation, which stands at the clase of a rapid 
recapitulation of the genealogy, is Ἰακὼβ δὲ τὸν Ἰωσήφ, & 
μνηστευθεῖσα Mapia’ ἐξ ἧς ἐγεννήθη "Ingots ὁ λεγόμενος 

* For the lest sew F.C. Conybeare, The Dialogues of Athanasius and 
Zocchaeus and of Timothy end Aguila (Osford, 1899), pp. 65-104, and 
Ed. Goodepeed, Journal of Biblien! Literature, xxv (1908), pp. 58-7 8 
A. Laken Williams (Adieraue Jadacos (Cambridge, 1835), pp. 67-78) 
thik thal the maid soction/ol the treating dates From about p20 

9 Op. cit, p88 
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Χριστός (“And Jacob (begot] Joseph, to whom was betrothed 

Mary, from whom was born Jesus who is called Christ”). 
‘The first time that Mt 1.16 occurs in the Dialogue, the Jew 
quotes it in exactly the form given in (1) above and then 
follows it with his own inference, namely καὶ Ἰωσὴφ ἐγέννησεν 
τὸν Ἰησοῦν τὸν λεγόμενον Χριστόν, περὶ ob viv ὁ λόγος, 
φησίν, ἐγέννησεν ἐκ τῆς Μαρίας (“And [so] Joseph begot 
Jesus who is called Christ, about whom we are talking, it says, 
he begot (him| from Mary”). Despite the protestations of 
Conybeare to the contrary,* it seems clear that these words 
are not a second citation added to the first, but are a Jewish 
interpretation of the commonly received text of Mt 1.167 

Another witness that is sometimes thought to support the 
reading of the Sinaitic Syriac is a twelfth century Jacobite 
Syrian writer, Dionysius Barsalibi, bishop of Amida. Hermann 
vou Soden, for example, cites in his apparatus for Mt 1.16 
the name of Barsalibi as patristic attestation entirely parallel 
with that of syr, The evidence, however, is far from being so 
clear-cut, as the following account of the principal points will 
make obvious. 

In his Commentary on the Gospels Bursalibi discusses the 
syntactical difference between the ways in which the Greek 
and Syriac languages express “from whom” in Mt 1.16, but 
both the Greck and the Syriac, he declares, explicitly attest 
that Jesus was born of Mary and not from Joseph. The eritical 











0p. ci, p. Τὸ, 
bid. 

*B. C. Conybeare, “Phree Early Docteinal Modifications of the Text 
of the Gospels,” Z1ibhert Journal, + (102-08), pp. 96-102. 

See alto F. Crawford Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, τὶ (Cam 
bridge, 1904}, p. 265, and Theodor Zaha, Introduction to the New Testa 
ment, 1 (Fainburgh, 1900), p. 565, who agree in taking the words as a 

Nerpitation, and not as Grok witnes supporting te text of 
tie Syriac 

















Chabot in Corpus 
‘Yom. xevin (Paris, 1IN6), p. 4, lines 23. (of the Syriac text), an 
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point concerns Barsalibi’s comment on Mt 1.18, which reads 
as follows: “Here the manner of his [Jesus’] corporeal birth 
[the evangelist] teaches. When therefore you hear [the word} 
‘husband’ i.e., in ver. 19], do not think that he was born 
according to the law of nature—he who had constituted the 
law of nature, And when it comes to Joseph aLares isore’ 
τόν. στον, and therefore afterwards it says, ‘Now the birth 
of Jesus the Messiah was thus,’ that is, not as the rest of men 
was he born, but a new thing is the manner of his birth, and 
higher than the nature of those who are born.’ The words 
cited in Syriae can be translated either (a) “Ἵν says, ‘Who 
begot the Messiah,’ ” or (b) “it says that he begot the Messiah.” 
According to rendering (a), Barsalibi appears lo be quoting 
from some manuscript or author, not identified here or else- 
where, whose text of Mt 1.16 paralleled the reading of the 
jac, On the other hand, according to rendering (b), 
is making his own summary exposition of Matthew's 
account of Joseph's relation to the Messiah, In either case, 
Ἢ is obvious that so far as Barsalibi is concerned he 
intends his quotation (if it be a quotation) or his summary 
exposition to be perfectly in accord with his earlier discussion 
of ver. 16 and his immediately following declaration that 
Jesus’ birth was unique. In other words, it, appears that 
Barsalibi fully accepted the Peshitta text of ver. 16 (i.e, the 
roading designated (1) above). 

A third witness that has been thought to support the Sinaitie 
Syriac reading is one manuscript of the Arabic Diatessaron. 
Although Theodoret explicitly states that Tatian did not 
utilize the Matthean and Lukan genealogies in his Diatessuron, 
the mediaeval Arabic Diatessaron does contain them (ms. A 




















1p. 30 δ. (of the Latin translation), Fot a disenssion ofthe passage, sev Wa. 
. Armstrong, “Critical Note (Matt. 1.16),” Princeton Theological Review, 
xan (1915), pp. 461-408, 

 Thid., p. 70, lines 941. (of the Syriac text), and p. 58 (of the Latin 
translation). 
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ineludes the Matthean geneak 

heat nealogy after 1.81, and the Lukan 
genealogy after 1V,29, but mss. B and E give them ae 
appendix after the close of the Diatessaron). At Mt 1.16 
ims Ay which dates from the twelfth century, reads yin 


Co Gt be ill ee by Gey αν, “Sacod 
benot Joseph, the husband of Mary, who [mase.] of her begot 
Jesus the Messiah.” (The other two manuscripts employ 
the correct feminine form, .)). That ms. A should ts 


special reading somehow reflect the text Gi 
P of a Greek I 
script of Mt 1.16 ig, a8 Burkitt declares" most unlikely 
On the contrary it is altogether likely that the use of the 
boi ine who is either « blunder of a careless copyist or 
{he dialectal usage of the masculine relative for the feminine Ὁ 
then the relative is corrected, who of her will become. of 
ie (μη, and the second instance of the verb ly will be 
istrued as a passive (was born), ᾿ 
totale ( :), agreeing with the reading of 
‘There appears to be, therefo i 
i ὁ0, therefore, no substantial evidence t. 
‘add in support of the singular reac ¢ Sinutie Syriae 
τὰ ἰα eter ae ing ling of the Sinaitie Syriac 
What 
roadie tow are the relative merits of the three_prineipal 
‘The external evidence in su good. 
1 ο ipport of (1) is extremel; 
it is tend by all known Greck uncial sae pen 
and by all other manuscripts and versions except the limited 
number that support (2) and (3). Transcriptional probabilities 
ὩΣ that reading (2) arose (perhaps at Caesarea) because 
the expression “the husband of Mary” was thought to be 
misleading in a genealogical context. Lest the hasty reader 
assume that Jesus was the Physical son of Mary and her 
husband Joseph, the text was altered to bring it into conformi 











8, Marmardi, δἰαιανοτοα de Toten (Rey 
™ Op, cit., τ, p. 286. eee ran 
80 Marmara p 608, ote 
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with ver, 18 where the verb μνηστεύεσθαι is used to describe 
the relationship of Mary to Joseph. On the other hand, if 
reading (2) be supposed to be original, itis exceedingly difficult 
to imagine why any scribe would have substituted reading 
(1) for such a clear and unambiguous declaration of the virginity 
of Mary. 

‘There is no evidence that reading (3) ever existed in a Greek 
manuscript of the first Gospel. The Committee judged that 
it arose either us ἃ paraphrase of reading (2)—this was Burkitt's 
view—or as a purely mechanical imitation of the preceding 
pattern in the genealogy. Sinee every name in the genealogy 
up to Joseph is written twice in succession, it may be that the 
seribo of the Sinaitie Syriac (or an ancestor of this manuscript) 
carelessly followed the stereotyped pattern and in ver. 16, 
having made the initial mistake of repeating the word “Joseph,” 
went on to produce reading (3). 





1.18 “Inood Χριστοῦ {C} 

It is execedingly difficult to decide which is the original 
reading, On the one hand, the prevailing tendency of scribes 
was to expand either Ἰησοῦς or Χριστὸς by the addition of 
the other word. The Western reading Χριστοῦ in Old Latin 
and Old Syriac witness's seems to have a certain appropriate- 
ness, but it may be an assimilation to ἕως τοῦ Χριστοῦ of the 
preceding sentence. It can also be argued that in the narrative 
of his birth one would expect to find the personal name “Jesus,” 
yet Ἰησοῦ in W may have been conformed to the following 
command by the angel (ver, 21) 

On the other hand, though the external evidence in support 
of Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ appears to be overwhelming, the reading is 
intrinsically improbable, for in the New Testament the definite 
article is very rarely prefixed to the expression Ἰησοῦς Χριστὸς 
(only in inferior manuscripts in Ac 8.87; 1 Jn 4.3; and 
Re 12.17). 

In the face of such confficting considerations, the Com- 
mittee judged that the least unsatisfactory course was to 
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adopt the reading which was current in many parts of the 
early church, 


1.18. γένεσις [BY 


Both γένεσις and γέννησες mean “birth,” but the former 
also means “ereation,”” “generation,” and “genealogy” (com- 
pare 1.1), whereas the latter means more strietly “engendering” 
and therefore became the customary word used in patristic 
literature to refer to the Nativity, At the same time it is under- 
standable that seribes very often confused these two words, 
which orthographieully and phonetically are so sismilar 

In the prosent passage not only do the earlier representatives 
of several text-types support γένεσες, but the tendency of 
copyists would have been to substitute a word of more spe- 
cialized meuning for one that had been used in a different sense 
in ver, 1, particularly since γέννησις corresponds more nearly 
with the verb γεννᾶν used so frequently in the previous 
genealogy. 





1.22 τοῦ προφήτου 


Before τοῦ προφήτου a variety of witnesses (including 
Ὁ 267 954 15824" itwhct γα syrentrs! arm Diatessa- 
ron” Irenaeus!) insert Hoatov. The name is clearly a 
scribal explanation, for if it had been present originally there is 
‘no adequate reason that would account for its absence from the 
mass of Greek witnesses, 





1.26 υἱόν {A} 

The Textus Receptus, following © D* K W A I] most minus- 
cules al, inserts τόν before υἱόν and adds αὐτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον 
(“her firstborn son) from Lk 2.7. 

‘The reading of the Sinaitie Syriac (“‘she bore to him {to 
Joseph] a son”) is in conformity with the singular reading of 
this manuscript in ver, 16 (see the discussion above) and its 
reading (shared with syr‘) in ver. 21 (‘shall bear fo thee a son”). 
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2.5 διὰ τοῦ προφήτου 

Not content with merely the mention of τοῦ προφήτου 
several witnesses (4 syr""*%) cop") add Μιχαίου, and itt 
reads per Esiam prophetam dicentem (“through Isaiah the 
prophet saying”) 


2.18 κλαυθμός {C} 

‘The longer reading, θρῆνος καὶ κλαυθμός, appears to be a 
scribal assimilation to the Septuagint text of Jr 31.15 (LXX 
38.15). It entered the Textus Receptus and lies behind the 
rendering of the AV, “lamentation, and weeping, and great 





3.7 βάπτισμα 

Despite the rather slender external uttestation (R* B cops 
Origen Hilary) the Committee preferred the reading ἐπὶ τὸ 
βάπτισμα without any addition, and regarded the presence 
of αὐτοῦ after βάπτισμα in the other witnesses (or ᾿Ιωάννον 
in 346) as a natural expansion introduced by scribes. If the 
possessive had been present originally, there seems to be no 
good reason why it should have been deleted. 








3.12. αὐτοῦ εἰς τὴν ἀποθήκην [C} 


While αὐτοῦ after both χειρί and ἄλωνα is without manu- 
sipt variation, (a) some witnesses read αὐτοῦ after σῖτον, 
(Ὁ some after ἀποθήκην, (0) some after both σῖτον and 
ἀποθήκην, and (d) @ few lack the word in both places. A 
majority of the Committee preferred reading (a) on the strength 
of extemal evidence (8 CK Δ 28 33 565 700 itt vg 
cop al) and the probability that reading (ἢ) arose by scribal 
harmonization with the parallel in Lk 3.17 (where the text is 
virtually firm), Reading (0) appears to be the result of seribal 
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expansion (Lo emphasize that the Messiah owns not only the 
winnowing fork and threshing floor, but the wheat and the 
granary as well), whereas reading (d} seems to have arisen in 
the interests of literary purism, 


3.15 αὐτόν (2) 


Between verses 15 and 16 two Latin manuscripts {0 vig) 
describe the baptism of Jesus as follows: Bt cum beplizarctur 
Lesus (om. Lesus 15), lumen magnum fulgebat (lumen ingens 
circumfulsit itr) de aqua, ita ut timerant omnes qui congregati 
erant (advenerant itt) (“And when Jesus was being baptized a 
great light flashed (a tremendous light flushed around) from 
the water, v0 that all who had gathered there were afraid”). 
According to Isho'dad of Mery (ninth century) and Dionysius 
Barsalibi (twelfth century), Tutian’s Diatessaron also con- 
tained a reference to the light. ‘The passage from Isho'dud’s 
Commentary on the Gospels is us follows: 

“And straightway, as the Diatessaron testifies, x great light 
shown, and the Jordan was surrounded by white clouds, and 
many troops of spiritual beings were seen singing pmaises in 
the air; and the Jordan stood still quietly from its course, its 
waters not being troubled, und a scent of perfumes wus wafted 
from thence; for the Heavens were opened” (M. D. Gibson’s 
translation, p. 27), 

How much of this extract should be regarded as ‘Tatianie, 
and how much may have been taken from other sources (per- 
hops an early hymn), is not known, but it is thought that. i 
view of Liphraem’s remark about “the shining of the light upon 
the waters” (Com. iy.5), at least the reference to the light on 
the Jordaty was present in the Diatessaron. 

Several other writers refer to the tradition of the Tight, 
including Justin Martyr, who says that after Jesus 
down into the water “a fire was kindled in the Jordan” |xip 
ἀνήφθη ἐν τῷ ᾿Ιορδάνῃ, Dial. c. Tryph. 88), and. kyapheani 
‘who quotes the Gospel of the Ebionites to the effect that, 
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ἐν 3 liately a great light 
Jter the voice eame from heaven, “immediately ἃ εἰ δ 
hone around the place” (εὐδὺς περιέλαμψε τὸν τόπον φῶς 
μέγα, Panarion haer. Xxx, xiii, 7). 





3.16 [αὐτῷ] [0] 

‘The joining of X* B, the Old Syriac, and Irenacus in support 
οἵ the shorter reading makes a very strong combination, which 
might well be regarded as the original text. On the other hand, 
however, it is possible that copyists, not understanding the 
foree of αὐτῷ, omitted the word as unnecessary, In order to 
show this balance of possibilities the Committee enclosed αὐτῷ. 
within square brackets, 





3.16 [καὶ] ἐρχόμενον [6] 

No transcriptional or dogmatic considerations seem to have 
been at work bere, snd the parallels offer mo assistance in 
deciding, Beoworn the readings with or without καί. On the 
strength of the diversity of textual groups that support καὶ 
ἐρχόμενον, the Committee retained the words in the ext, 
but, in order to reflect the possibility that καί, being absent 
from early representatives of both Alexandrian and Western 
text-types (* B its©" Irenaeus al), may not have been part 
of the text originally, enclosed it within square brackets, 











4.10 ὅπαγε {BI 

If the words ὀπίσω μου were originally in the αὶ 
factory reason can be found to account for their omission. 
On the other hand, if they were originally: absent, copyiste 
who recalled the words of Jesus to Peter, ὕπαγε ὀπίσω μου, 
Σατανᾶ (Mt 16.23, where there is no variation of reading) 
would have been likely to supply them here, 





+ no satis 
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4.17 peravocire, ἤγγικεν γάρ [8] 


Although it is difficult to aecount for the absence of μέτα- 
νοεῖτε and γάρ in the Old Syriue and one manuscript of the 
Old Latin, as well as in the quotations of several early Fathers, 
and although it could be argued that the words are a later 
assimilation of the text to 3.2, the unanimity of the Greck 
evidence, as well as the overwhelming testimony of the rest 
of the versional and patristic witnesses, seemed to the Com- 
mittee to require that the words be retained in the text 


4.28. ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ {C} 


In order to identify the subj ἢ 
ler to i ject of the verb περιῆγεν, varion: 
manuscripts insert ὁ Ἰησοῦς in diferent. positions (in the 
Grock lectionary system, ver. 23 begins a new pericope). 
The scousative ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν in D and many of the 
manuscripts is an adaptation t 
innate γραῦ νόσου νυσο 


δ.4-ὃ μακάριοι... παρακληθήσονται. dy 7 
μακάρων τ. παρακληθήσονται, μακόριρι ... τὴν 
If verses 8 and 5 had originally stood ith thei 
Thetosieal antithesis of heaven and earth its caitely thet 
ny soribe would have thrust ver. 4 between them. On the 
other hand, as early as the second century copyists reversed 
the order of the two beatitudes so as to produce such an anti- 
thesis and to bring πτωχοΐ and πραεῖς into closer connection. 


BAL [ψευδόμενοι] (D} 


It is uncertain whether pevd 

q με μένοι should be inch 
omitted from the text. On the one hand, the absence of the 
word in the Western tradition (D it? syr* geo Tertullian 





"This jt ponte tat the ποῦς 
omiasion was occasioned by serial 
tion of the instructions given to the Twelve (10.7). Ξ 
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ai) can be accounted for as the result of seribal accommodation 
‘of the passage to the Lukan form of the beatitude (Lk 6.22) 
On the other hand, more than one scribe would have been 
tempted to insert the word in order to limit the wide generaliza- 
tion in Jesus’ teaching, and to express specifically what was 
felt to be implied by the very nature of the ease (compare 
1 Pe 415. In order to represent the balance of transerip- 
tional probabilities, the Committee decided to include the 
word in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets, 





5.18 βληθὲν ἔξω [6] 

While some members of the Committes preferred the more 
Semitizing paratactic construction (two infinitives linked by 
kai), the majority were impressed by the weight of the testi- 
mony supporting the hypotactic construction (& BC f! δὲ 
892 Origen). 





5.92 αὐτοῦ [6] 

‘Although the reading with εἰκῇ is widespread from the second 
century onwards, it is much more likely that the word was 
added by copyists in order to soften the rigor of the precept, 
than omitted as unnecessary. 





8.35, ὁ κριτής [Β] 

If it wore only the Alexandrian text that omits σε παραδῷ, 
‘one might explain the absence of the words as due to literary 
refinement. Since, however, representatives of the pre-Caesarean 
type of text (ft and fas well as it* Irenaeus'** and other 
diversified witnesses support the shorter text, it is more prob- 
fable that the longer reading is a natural addition introduced 
by copyists (compare Lk 12.58) 











5.32 καὶ ds ἐὰν ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσῃ μοιχᾶται [0] 
‘The reading of B (ὃ... γαμήσας) scems to have been 
substituted for the reading of the other uncials (ὃς ἐὰν 
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Ὑγαμήσῃ) in order to make the construction parallel te the 
preceding pasticipial clause (ὁ ἀπολύων). The omission of the 
words Kad... μοιχᾶται (10 it*-* Greck and Latin mss αν 
“wconine) may be due to pedantie seribes who rezarded them as 
superfluous, reasoning that if “everyone who divorees his wife, 
except on the ground of unchastity, makes her an adulteress 
[when she remarries},"” then it would go without saying that 
“whoever marries a divorced woman [also] commits adultery.’ 








5.37 ἔστω [8] 





In the opinion of the Committee, both the diversity and the 
preponderance of external attestation support ἔστω. 


5.44 (bis) ὑμῶν καὶ προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν διωκόντων 
ὑμᾶς [Δ] 

Later witnesses enrich the text hy incorporating clauses 
from the parallel account in Lk 6.27-28. If the clauses were 
originally present in Matthew's account of the Sermon on the 
Mount, their omission in early representatives of the Alex- 
andrian (8 B), pre-Cacsarean {0}, Western (it Irenacus'* 
Cyprian), Bastern (syr), and Egyptian (cop™*) witnesses 
would be entirely unaccountable, The divergence of reading 
‘unong the added clauses likewise speaks against their originality, 





5.47 ἐθνικοί [8] 


In later witnesses, followed by the Textus Receptus, the 
reading τελῶναι appears to have been substituted for ἐθνικοί 
in order to bring the statement into closer parallelism with 
the preceding sentence. The Armenian version conflates the 
reading with the Lukan form of the saying (Lk 6.32-84), 


64 ἀποδώσει 








‘The Textus Receptus, following D EMS WX AILS Φ 
28 565 1241 αἱ, introduces αὐτός before ἀποδώσει, and other 
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ities (700 1223) add the word after σοι. These readings 
δὰ obvious expansions designed to heighten the impressiveness 
δὲ the saving; the shorter text, supported by all other known 
witnesses, is clearly to be preferred 





betel fi the earliest 

ἐν τῷ φανερῷ, which is absent from the earliest 
rhe phrase ἐν τῷ φανερῷ, whieh is al 

ey 4 the cele, Western, λαμ ον ΝΣ 

 ϑαῖπιρβο ve been added by 

eyptian wypes of texts, appears to have been 

yaks ‘ x Fen to make more explicit an. eae py fer 

ian wil ὁ ἐν τῷ ᾧ. The point 

a the preceding. phrase ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ. 

wa hole section, however, i» μοὶ so much the openness of the 

Father's reward as its superiority to mere human approval 

(cumpare verses 6 and 18). 





6.6 σοι [8] 


See the comments on ver. 4. 


6.8 ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν [A] : : 
expanded reading 6 θεὸν ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν (Ἀ" B cop 

ony eee nowhere ele in Matthew, and ἴδ᾽ serial 
intrusion reflecting αι charactrintally Pauline ellraion of 
δα ee dae Th ΔΚ Th he 230¢ Tm 
6.23; 2.11; Col 3.17; 1 Th 1.1; bh 1.1,2; 2.16; 11 
torte 1; Te a3 Pom 3) The reading ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὁ 
οὐράνιος, found in several Inter witnesses, i obviously eon, 
formed to the text of ver. 9. The occurrence of ἡμῶν ee 
of ὑμῶν in several witnesses is duc to scribal inadvertence, 
since in later Greek 7 and v were pronounced alike. 








6.8 πρὸ τοῦ ὑμᾶς αἰτῆσαι αὐτόν 
Instead of the customary reading, “Your Father aoa 
you need before you ask him," two Western ee iat 
i (ὁ. κα} have the vigorous and almost colloquial sul bstit ναὶ a 
Ks before you open your mouth” (πρὸ τοῦ ἀνοῖξαι τὸ στόμα). 
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6.12 ἀφήκαμεν 





Is the second verb in the fifth petition “as we forgive” (AV) 
or as we have forgiven” (RSV)? The latter translates the 
aorist form of the verb (ἀφήκαμεν), read by N* BZ 1 22 1245 
1365 1582, five manuseripts of the Latin Vulgate, syr= *#> = 
cop’, On the other hand the present tense (ἀφίεμεν or aplouer) 
is supported by all other Greek witnesses as well as by most 
ancient versions, namely the Old Latin, the majority of the 
Vulgate manuseripts, both the Sahidic and Bohairic forms of 
the Coptic, the Curetonian Syriac (syr* hiat), the Gothie, the 
Armenian, the oldest manuscript of the Georgian, and the 
Ethiopie, Except for the Syriac Peshitta the parallel in Luke 
(114) reads the present tense (ἀφίομεν or ἀφίεμεν). 

If the original form of the Lord’s Prayer in Aramaic had 
a verb in the perfect tense used as a present, the aorist tense 
in Greek would represent a mechanical translation less idiomat 
than the present tense, On the basis of the weight of the external 
evidence, as well as considering the non-parallel reading, a 
majority of the Committee preferred ἀφήκαμεν. 











8.18. πονηροῦ {A} 


‘The ascription πὲ the close of the Lord’s Prayer occurs in 
several forms, In K 1, W A @ II f'* αἱ it is the familiar triple 
strophie form, whereas the Sahidie and Fayyumie (like the 
form quoted in the Didache) lack ἡ βασιλεία καί, the Curetonian 
Syriac lacks ἡ δύναμις καί, and the Old Latin k reads simply 
‘for thine is the power for ever and ever.”” Some Greek manu- 
scripts expand “for ever” into “for ever and ever,” and most 
of them add “amen.” Several late manuscripts (157 225 418) 
append  trinitarian ascription, “for thine is the kingdom 
and the power and the glory of the Father and of the Son and 
of the Holy Spirit for ever. Amen.” The same expansion oceurs 
also at the close of the Lord's Prayer in the liturgy that is trae 
ditionally aseribed to St. John Chrysostom. 

‘The absence of any ascription in early and important repre- 
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sentatives of the Alexandrian (8 B), the Western (1) und most 
of the Old Latin), and the pre-Caesarean (5) types of text, 
as well as carly patristic commentaries on the Lord’s Prayer 
(those of ‘Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian), suggests that an 
ascription, usually in « threefold form, was composed (perhaps 
on the basis of 1 Chr 29.{1-18) in order to adapt the Prayer 
for liturgical use in the ewrly church, 


6.15 ἀνθρώποις [Ὁ] 


It is problematic whether an original reading τὰ mapa- 
πτώματα αὐτῶν was omitted by copyists as unnecessary, in 
view of the presence of the same words in ver, 14 and τὰ 
παραπτώματα ὑμῶν later in ver, 15, or whether the words 
were introduced in the interests of producing a balanced, 
liturgical style. The Committee judged that, in view of the 
absence of the words from the parallel statement added in 
some witnesses after Mk 11.25, they should be regarded as an 
intrusion into the text of Matthew, especially since they 
uurb the chiastic structure of verses 14 and 15. 














6.18 σοι {A} 


See the comments on ver. 4 


8.35 [ὴ τί πίητε} [0] 

In favor of the shorter reading, lacking ἢ τί πίητε, is the 
possibility that the text was assimilated to ver. 31, The vari 
m between καὶ and 4 can also be taken as an indication of 
the secondary nature of the addition. On the other hand, the 
similarity of the ending of φάγητε and πίητε may have ocea~ 
sioned « transcriptional oversight on the part of one or more 
copyists. To represent the balance of probabilities the Com- 
mittee retained the words but enclosed them within square 
brackets. 
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6.28 αὐξάνουσιν" οὐ κοπιῶσιν οὐδὲ νήθουσιν {Bi 

The reading οἵ K L W ATI f# 28 565 700 892 αἱ, giving the 
verbs in the singular number, appears to he a seribal correction 
introduced hecause the plural subject is neuter gender (compare 
also Lk 12.27). 

‘The original reading of codex Sinaiticus, whieh was detected 
when the manuseript was examined under an ultra-violet lamp, 
is οὐ ξένουσιν (-- ξαίνουσιν) οὐδὲ νήθουσιν οὐδὲ κοπιῶσιν. 
“they do not card neither do they spin nor toil.” This reading, 
though regarded as original by some scholars, doubtless arose 
asuseribal idiosynerasy that was almost immediately corrected. 
Codex Koridethi, supported by the Curetonian Syriae, reverses 
the order of verbs, placing the speeifie word (‘‘spin””) before 
the general word (“toil”). 








8.38. τὴν βασιλείαν [τοῦ θεοῦ] καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην 
αὐτοῦ [0] 


‘The textual data are susceptible of quite diverse evaluations 
‘On the one hand, according to the opinion of a minority of the 
‘Committee, the reading that best explains the rise of the other 
readings is that supported by Ν᾽ (B) it! al, inasmuch as the 
addition of τοῦ θεοῦ (or τῶν οὐρανῶν) after βασιλείαν seems 
to be an altogether natural supplement, which, if present 
originally, would not have been deleted. (The transposition of 
δικαιοσύνην and βασιλείαν in B is perhaps the result of the 
desire to suggest that righteousness is prerequisite to participa 
tion in the kingdom; compare 5.20.) 

‘On the other hand, the majority of the Committee was im- 
pressed by the prevailing usage of Matthew, who almost never 
employs βασιλεία without a modifier (the instances in 8.12; 
13.38; 24.7,14 were regarded as special exceptions), and ex- 





1On the variant, see T. C. Skeat, Zeitschrift far die neutstamentliche 
Winsenschaft, xxxvit (1988), pp. 211-14; Peter Katz, Journal of Pheologicat 
Studies, New Series, ν (1954), pp. 207-9; and T. B. Glasson, b., καπὶ (1962), 
pp. 831-2, 
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plained the absence of a modifier in several witnesses as due 
to accidental seribal omission. In view of these conflicting 
interpretations, it was thought best to include the words in 
the text but to enclose them within square brackets, 


τὰς. πλατεῖα ἡ πύλη {C} 


‘Whe words ἡ πύλη are absent (in ver, 13) from &* 1646 
ve and many patristic quotations of the saying, and 
(in ver. 14) from 113 182* 482 544 its" and many patristic 
quotations. Although some have argued that the word was 
originally present in yer. 14, and has been introduced into 
most witnesses in ver. 13, the Committee regarded such an 
explanation as inadequate to account for the absence of the 
word from witnesses in ver, 14. On the whole it seemed best to 
follow the reading of the overwhelming weight of the extemal 
evidence, and to account for the absence of the word in one or 
both verses as a deliberate excision made by copyists who 
failed to understand that the picture is that of « roadway 
leading to ἃ gate. 








7.14 τί {BY 


Besides having wide external support the reading τὲ also 
has strong internal probabilities in its favor. There is no 
ason why the familiar ὅτε, if origi hould have been 
altered to τέ, used here to represent the Semitic exclamation 
Ap (“how!” compare Ps 138.17). On the other hand, copyists 
who did not perecive the underlying Semitism would have 
been tempted to assimilate τί to the preceding ὅτε of ver, 13, 


ται ἡ πύλη [Β] 
‘See the comments on ver. 13, 


"CL Black, Aramaic Approach, p. 80; 8rd ed. p. 123. For a parallel ip 
Modern Greek, see Blass-Debrunner-Funk, $299 ( 
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7.18 ποιεῖν... ποιεῖν [Β] 

‘The substitution of ἐνεγκεῖν for one or both of the occurrences 
of ποιεῖν in ver. 18 appears to be a stylistic improvement 
introduced in order to relieve the monotonous repetition of 
the same verb, which also occurs twice in the preceding verse. 


7.21 οὐρανοῖς 

‘A clear example of a typical supplementary gloss, introduced 
in order to fill out a statement, is found at the close of the 
familiar passage, “Not every one who says to me, ‘Lord, Lord,’ 
shall enter the kingdom of heaven, but he who does the will of 
my Father who is in heaven.” Pedantically minded seribes, 
not content with the clear implications of the words, added 
οὗτος εἰσελεύσεται εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν τῶν οὐρανῶν (CH (W 
© Φ read αὐτό) 33 471 713 1241 iteethe yg = γι 
Diatessaron). 


7.24 ὁμοιωθήσεται [0] 

In view of the quality and diversity of the external attesta- 
tion, the Committee preferred ὁμοιωθήσεται. Likewise the 
passive verb, “shall be compared,” is more likely to have been 
altered to the active form, “I shall compare him,” than vice 
versa, especially if the copyist recalled the Lukan form of the 
saying (‘I will show you what he is like,"” Lk 6.47). 








8.8 ὁ mais μου [0] 

External evidence is overwhelmingly in support of the 
inclusion of the words ὁ παῖς μου. Their omission in several 
witnesses (75 it* cop'%"* Origen) may have been occasioned 
when the eyes of eopyists passed from ἰαθήσεται to the follow- 
ing καί, omitting the intervening words. 


8.9. ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν [Β] 


‘The word τασσόμενος is rather clearly an interpolation 
derived from the parallel account in Lk 7.8—for, if the word 
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were genuine in the Matthean account, no good reason can be 
suggested to account for its omission in almost all witnesses, 


8.10 παρ᾽ οὐδενὶ τοσαύτην πίστιν ἐν τῷ ᾿Ισραὴλ εὗρον 
18] 

The reading οὐδὲ ἐν τῷ Ἰσραὴλ τοσαύτην πίστιν εὗρον, 
besides being clearer and easier than the text, is doubtless an 
assimilation to the purallel in Lk 7.9. The other two readings 
probably arose through inadvertence on the part of copyists, 


8.12 ἐκβληθήσονται {C} 


‘The reading ἐξελεύσονται (R* 0250 it syre™! arm and 
several early patristic witnesses) seems to have been substituted 
for ἐκβληθήσονται, vither in order to avoid using a passive 
yerl) when the agent remains unexpressed or to provide a more 

δ counterpart for the verb ἤξουσεν in the preceding 
verse (“will come”. . “will go oul”), 











8.13 ἐν τῇ ὥρᾳ ἐκείνῃ [8] 

Since Matthew uses both ἀπὸ τῆς ὥρας ἐκείνης (9.22; 15.28) 
17.18) and ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ὥρᾳ (10.19; 18.1), as well as ἐν τῇ 
ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ (7.22; 13.1; 22.23), the decision here seems to 
depend chiefly upon an evaluation of the external evidence, 
which the Committee judged to be clearly in support of the 
reading adopted in the text, 














8.18 ὄχλον {D} 


repeated discussions a majority of the Committee finally 
decided that, despite its slender attestation, the reading of B 
and coy" is to Le preferred, and that the other readings are to 
be explained as amplifications made in order to emphasize the 
size of the crowd around Jesus. 
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8.31 τῶν μαθητῶν [αὐτοῦ] [0] 

Although the support of  B 33 it* cop* for the omi 
of αὐτοῦ would usually be regirded as exceptionally strong 
evidence, in this ease a majority of the Committee was impressed 
by the possibility that αὐτοῦ may have been deleted in order 
to prevent the reader from inferring that the γραμματεύς of 
ver, 19 was one of Jesus’ disciples. On the other hand, it can 
be argued that it is because of the word ἕτερος, not αὐτοῦ, 
that a reader might infer that Ὑραμματεὺς of ver. 19 was a 
disciple of Jesus. Actually the absence of αὐτοῦ does not improve 
the sense, but rather makes the text more ambiguous. In order 
to represent these two opposing arguments the Committee 
decided to print αὐτοῦ enclosed within square brackets. 








8.28 τὸ πλοῖον [0] 

On the one hand, the combination of Rb B Cf J 33 565 
al in support of the reading without the article would normal 
carry conviction that it represents the original text. On the 
other hand, however, (a) the predominant usage of πλοῖον 
in Matthew is with the article, and (Ὁ) the absence of the 
article appears to be a linguistic refinement introduced by 
scribes, pethups by assimilation to the prevailing text of the 
parallel in Lk 8.22, 








8.25 προσελθόντες [0] 

Although it could be argued that the shorter reading of 
ΝΒ 892 is the result of Alexandrian pruning of the text of 
superfluous details (Jesus? disciples are mentioned in ver. 23), 
the agreement of Western witnesses (it! yg Jerome) 
makes it probable that the shorter reading is original and that 
the several variant readings represent stages of ἃ growing text. 


8.25 σῶσον [Β] 


Since σώζειν in the New ‘Testament seldom stands without 
aun object, the addition of a supplementary ἡμᾶς was made 





‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MATTHEW 28 


early in a wide variety of witnesses. That it should haye been 
deleted, if present in the original text, appears to be unlikely, 


8.28 Γαδαρηνῶν [ΟἹ] 


‘The healing of the demoniaes is recounted by ell three 
Synoptic Gospels, and in each account there are three principal 
variant readings referring to the place at which the miracle 
occurred: Γαδαρηνῶν, Γερασηνῶν, and Γεργεσηνῶν, The 
evidence of the chief witnesses for the three accounts is as 
follows: 


Γαδαρηνῶν Γερασηῶν  Γεργεσηνῶν 
Μι 828. (5) ΒΝ: (Δ) it ve cops NFO" KL 
8 syrer ΠΩΣ Ws cop” 
Mk51 ACK Mayr! ON*BDitve NLAGS 
cop" syr¥"* cop’? 
Lk826 AKWAEWS BDitve NLXOS 
syne cop cop” 


Gerasa was ἃ city of the Decapolis (modern Jerash in ‘Trans- 
jordan) located more than thirty miles to the southeast of the 
Sea of Galilee and, as Origen perecived (Commentary on John, v, 
41 (24), is the least likely of the three places. Another 
Decapolitan city was Gadara, about five miles southeast. of 
the Sea of Galilee (modern Um Qeis). Although Origen also 
objected to Gadara (which, he says, was read by a few manu- 
scripts) because neither lake nor overhanging banks were there, 
Josephus (Life, 1x, 42) refers to Gadara as possessing territory 
“which lay on the frontiers of Tiberias” (=the Sea of Galilee) 
‘That this territory reached to the Sea may be inferred from 
the fact that ancient coins bearing the name Gadara often 
portray a ship. Origen prefers Gergest, not because it occurs 
in manuscripts—he is silent about this—but on the dubious 
basis of local tradition (it is the place ‘from which, it is pointed 
‘out, the swine were cast down by the demons’) and of the 
still more dubious hasis of etymology (“ὙΠῸ meaning of Gergesa 
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is ‘dwelling of those that have driven away,'” and thus the 
name “contains a prophetic reference to the conduct shown the 








depart out of their territory’), 

Of the several variant readings the Committee preferred 
Ῥαδαρηνῶν on the basis of (a) what was taken to be superior 
external attestation ((8*) B C%* (A) Θ᾽ syréP geo! mss known 
to Origen al), and (b) the probability that Γεργεσηνῶν is a 
correction, perhaps proposed originally by Origen,’ and that 
Γερασηνῶν (which is supported only by versional evidence) 
is a seribal assimilation to the prevailing text of Mark (5.1) 
and/or Luke (8.26, 37) 


9.4. καὶ ἰδών [0] 


A majority of the Committee preferrest the reading ἰδών to 
εἰδώς because (a) the latter appears to he a correction of the 
former (“seeing’” another's thoughts seems to be a less appro- 
priate expression than “knowing” them), and (Ὁ) ἰδών, which 
corresponds to the statement in ver. 2, was more likely to be 
altered to εἰδώς through recollection of ἐπεγνούς in the parallel 
accounts (Mk 2.8 and Lk 5.22) than vice versa. The weight 
of the combined testimony supporting καί greatly predomi 
hates over that supporting δέ, 











3.8. ἐφοβήθησαν [8] 

Superficial readers and copyists, failing to see the deep 
meaning of “were afraid” (i.e., people felt a profound sense 
of awe and alarm in the presence of One who had the right to 
forgive sins), substituted for ἐφοβήθησαν what seemed to be 








‘For the part that Origen may have bad ia disseminating the reading 
Ῥεργεσηνῶν, sev ‘Tj, Banrda, “Gadarenes, Gerasenes, Gergesenes and 
the "Dintessaron’ Traditions,” in Nenlestamention et Semitica, Studiee ὅπ. 
Honowr of Matthew Black, ed. by ἘΣ. Uarle Kili [atl] Max Wileos (Edi 
burgh, 1969), pp. 181-197, especially 185 f. 
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5. more appropriate word, ἐθαύμασαν ("‘marvelled,” or “were 
astonished”). The external evidence supporting the more diffi- 
cult reading is not only early but it includes representatives of 
several text-types (Alexandrian, Western, Caesarean) 


9.14 νηστεύομεν [πολλά] {C} 


‘The reading of N+ is obviously a scribal assimilation to 
the parallel in Lk 5.33, where πυκνά is read without variation. 
It is more difficult to decide whether πολλά, which is absent 
from the Markan account (Mk 2.18), was added originally 
by Matthew or by subsequent copyists. The Committee decided 
‘that, on balance, the non-parallel reading should be preferred; 
yet, in view of the absence of the word from several important 
‘witmesses (X* B al), a majority thought it best to enclose 
πολλά within square brackets, 


9.18 εἷς ἐλθών. 


‘The Committee regarded the reading εἷς προσελθών of RY 
B itt vg as a clever seribal modification made in the in- 
terest of clarifying for the reader the correct interpretation 
of e1ceA@wN—which can be read εἷς ἐλθών or εἰσελθών. 





9.26. ἀτη (B} 


‘The more difficult expression ἡ φήμη αὕτη appears to have 
been alleviated by scribes either by reading αὐτῆς (“the news 
about her”) or by substituting αὐτοῦ (“his fame”). 


9.34 include verse {C} 


It is difficult to decide whether this verse should be included 
in the text or placed in the apparatus. According to several 
commentators (¢. g. Allen, Klosterman, Zahn) the words are 
an intrusion here ftom 12.2 or from Lk 11.15, On the other 
hand, the evidence for the shorter text is exclusively Western 
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and relatively meuger. Moreover, the passage seems to be 
needed to prepare the reader for 10.25. A majority of the 
Committee was impressed by the preponderant. weight of the 
witnesses which include the verse. 





10.3 Θαδδαῖος [8] 


Although it is easy to explain the origin of the conflate 
readings '“Thaddacus who was called Lebbaeus” and “Lebbaeus 
who was called Thaddacus,” it is more difficult to decide whether 
Θαδδαῖος or Λεββαῖος is the original reading. On the basis, 
however, of the agreement of early representatives of Alex- 
andrian, Western, Caesarean, and Egyptian witnesses, the 
Committee judged that Θαδδαῖος is to. be preferred. The 
reuding Judas son of James in syr* may have been introduced 
from Lk 6.16 (Ac 1.18). The name Judas Zelotes in several 
Old Latin manuscripts (compure also the same name in the 
fifth century mosaic in the great Baptistry at Ravenna 
[Battistero degli Ortodossi)) may be « further assimilation to 
the previous name in Luke's list, “Simon who was called the 
Bealot."” 





10.4 ᾿Ισκαριώτης [8] 

‘The textual problems of the name Iscariot are connected 
with its meaning, According to most scholars ᾿Ισκαριώτης 
(Ἰσκαριώθη is derived from the Hebrew τήν the, “a man 
from Kerioth.” In support of this derivation is the variant 
reading ἀπὸ Kapuérov (Jn 6.71 Ν΄ © β' syr®**; 124. Ὁ; 
13.2 Ὁ its; 14.22 D). Other scholars, starting with the form 
Σκαριώτης (which is the reading of D here; 26.14; Mk 14.10), 
have proposed a wide variety of possible (and impossible) 
derivations, including words meaning a leathern girdle or 











* For further information see Eb. Nestle in Hastings’ Dictionary of the 
Bible, τν, pp. 741 £.5 W. ©. Allen in Encyclapadiia Biblica, us, cols. 3081 ΕΣ 
and Barnabas Lindars in New Testament Studies, 1v (1955), pp- 220-223. 
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apron, a bandit or assassin, a liar or traitor, and a man of 
ruddy complexion? The problem is further complicated by 
variant readings in Jn 6.71 and 13.26, where several good 
witnesses attach the epithet to the father of Judas, 

In the present passage the Committee was impressed by the 
age and diversity of text-type of the Greck witnesses supporting 
ἃ form of the name with initial iota, and preferred Ἰσκαριώτης, 
which is supported by the preponderant weight of evidence, 


10.8 νεκροὺς ἐγείρετε 

‘The clause νεκροὺς ἐγείρετε involves five variant readings 
(1) The words are absent from a considerable number of 
(mostly later) witnesses, including C' LX YT ΘΠ, about 
‘one hundred fifty minuscule manuseripts, sye* cop arm 
eth? © geo Eusebius Basil, (2) In other witnesses the clause 
stands after καθαρίζετε (16 348 372 1098 1579, followed by 
tho Textus Receptus), or (8) after ἐκβάλλετε (PW A 566 
1578 2145 syr), or (4) before ἀσθενοῦντας (vg™). Kinally, 
(5) the reading adopted as the text is supported by a wide 
varicty of witnesses, including 8* B C*D NE @ ft f 22 33 
157 349 309 543.565 Ἰκνκνικεα yg aye cop oth geo* arab 
Cyril Hilary. 

Although variation in position of a word or phrase sometimes 
aroused suspicion of interpolation, in this ease the divergence 
of order seems to have arisen cither accidentally (owing to 
similarity of endings of successive clauses), or deliherately (in 
order to produce what was regarded as ἃ more appropriate or a 
more emphatic sequence of the four clauses). While it is true 
that Matthew is fond of grouping items in threes—and there- 
fore it may be argued that the fourth item here was added by 




















* For information concerning these theories see, ¢. Κ᾿, Roman B, Halas, 
Judas Escariot, α Seriptural and Theological Study of his Person, δὲν Deeds 
and his Eternal Lot (Washington, 1946), pp. 10-88, and Harald Ingholt, 
“The Surname of Judas Iscariot,” in Studia Oriontalia Toanné Pedersen 
(Copenhagen, 1953), pp. 152-162. 
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seribes—it is unlikely that they would have introduced an 
ambiguous command (is it the physically or the spiritually 
dead?). On balance, a majority of the Committee regarded the 
shorter reading as due to accidental omission and preferred 
the reading attested by representatives of the Alexandrian, tie 
Western, und the Cuesarean types of text. 








1 





28° ἑτέραν [0] 

Although it is possible that the additional clause (perhaps 
in the form preserved in D, ἄλλην ἐὰν δὲ ἐν τῇ ἀλλῇ διώκουσιν 
ὑμᾶς, φεύγετε εἰς τὴν ἄλλην, “and if in the other they per- 
secute you, flee to the next”) may have dropped out accidentally 
because of homocoteleuton (ἄλλην «.. ἄλλην), the Com- 
mittee preferred to regurd the words as x natural continuation, 
inserted in order to explain the following statement, οὐ μὴ, 
τελέσητε τὰς πόλεις τοῦ ᾿Ισραὴλ ἕως [ἄν] ἔλθῃ ὁ vids τοῦ 
ἀνθρώπου (which was taken to mean, “You will not exhaust 
the cities of Isracl [as cities of refuge), until the Son of man 
come”). In deciding between the two short readings ἑτέραν 
and ἄλλην, the Committee preferred the former because of 
the general excellence of the Alexandrian text. 











10.87 καὶ ὁ φιλῶν υἱὸν ἢ θυγατέρα ὑπὲρ ἐμὲ οὐκ ἔστιν 
μου ἄξιος |B} 
Homveoteleuton accounts for the omission (the original 
scribe of B added the clause ut the foot of the page). 


10.42 ποτήριον ψυχροῦ μόνον [0] 

The reading with ὕδατος scems to have Leen influenced either 
by the Markan parallel (Mk 9.41, where the text is firm), 
or by the desire to use ἃ more specific term. The word μόνον, 
which is absent from Mark's account, appears to represent ἃ 
genuine Mattheun touch (among the Synoptic gospels, Matthew 
tuses the adverb μόνον seven times; Mark, twice; Luke, once). 
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11.3 Χριστοῦ [ΟἹ 

Here the word Χριστοῦ is used in the sense of the Messiah. 
The name Ἰησοῦ scems to have been substituted in some 
witnesses in order to make a sharper contrast with ver. 3 
(where John is represented as not sure whether Jesus is really 
the Messiah, and therefore it might scem inappropriate to 
declare outright that Jesus’ deeds were in fact ‘the works of 
the Messiah”). It is also significant that codex Bezae inserts 
Ἰησοῦς, or substitutes it for κύριος or αὐτός, fifty-seven times, 


11,9 ἰδεῖν; προφήτην {C} 

‘The textual problem is complicated by the possibility of 
taking τί as meaning either “what?” or “why?” The printed 
text of verses 7 and 8 may be translated either (a) “What did 
you go out into the wilderness to behold? A reed shaken by 
the wind? (8) What then did you go out to see? A man dressed 
in soft clothing?” or (b) “Why did you go out into the wilder- 
ness? To behold a reed shaken by the wind? (8) But why did 
you go out? To see a man dressed in soft clothing?” (The 
second interpretaticn is represented in the Gospel of ‘Thomas, 
Logion 78.) 

In ver, 9 the Committee decided that the reading ἰδεῖν 
προφήτην, which involves the previously mentioned ambi- 
guity, is more likely to be original than the reading προφήτην 
ἐδεῖν, which, in the context, has to be taken in only one way, 
namely, “Why then did you go out? To see a prophet?” 








11.15 ὦτα [0] 


In view of the frequent occurrence elsewhere of the fuller 
expression ὦτα ἀκούειν (Mk 4.9,23; 7.16; Lk 88; 14.85), it 
was to be expected that copyists would add the infinitive 
here (and in 13.9 and 43). If the word had been present in the 
original text, there is no reason why it should have been de- 
leted in such important witnesses as B D 700 al. 
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LAT ἐθρηνήσαμεν [0] 
After repeated discussion the Committee decided that 

copyists were more likely to insert ὑμῖν for the sake of parallel 

isin with the preceding strophe than to delete it as unnecessary 

Furthermore, the shorter text is supported by representat 

of widely diversified toxt-types. 








11.19 ἀπὸ τῶν ἔργων [Β] 

‘The Committee regartled the reading τέκνων (widely βὰρ- 
ported by ΒΡ Ο DK LX Δ Θ TT and most minuscules) as 
having originated in seribal harmonization with the Lukan 
parallel (7.35).' ‘The readings with πάντων represent further 
assimilation to the passage in Luke. 


11.23 μὴ ἕως οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ |B) 


Palaeographically it is easy to see how the reading preserved 
in the earliest: witnesses, which represent all the pre-Byzuntine 
types of text, was accidentally modified. After Καφαρναούμ 
the first letter of μή was accidentally dropped, with the conee- 
quent alteration of the verb to cither ὑψωθεῖσα or ὑψώθης 
depending on whether # was taken as the article ἡ or the 
relative #, The strong external attestation for the presence of 
μὴ is supported also by intrinsic and transcriptional prob- 
ability, The unexpected turn of expression, “And you, Caper- 
naum, will you be exalted to heaven?” is a sharp and startling 
interrogation, entirely in the manner of Jesus! use of vivid 





Δ Some scholars (δ. ., Lagarde, Abhandbungen der Gesellschaft der Wise 
senschajten. τὰ Gottingen, Philol-bist. KJ., Xxxv (1888), p. 128 Anm. 
Zahn, Klostermann) have thought that the Matthean ἔργων and the 
Tukan τέκνων arose from the ambiguity of the unpointed Aramaic 733, 
may be pronounced abddoh, "ber works,” of abiek, “her servants.” 
Others (e.g, Bb. Nestle and Lagrange), however, point out that it is still 
to be shown that τέκνον (rather than παῖε) is ever used as the equivalent 
of 33H. 








‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MATTHEW aL 


language. On the other hand, most copyists were likely to 
prefer the more commonplace statement, “And you, Capernaum, 
that are exalted to heaven...” 


11.23 καταβήσῃ {D) 

Whether the verb should read “you shall go down” or “you 
Il_be brought dowa’’ is a difficult question to answer. Con- 
iderations of transeriptional probabilities — such as the height 
ing of the sense and the replacement of the rare verb with 











the more usual verb—are inconelusive (see also the comments 





on Lk 10.15). Despite the possibility of assimilation to the text 
of Ix 14.15 (which reads καταβήσῃ), a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred this verb, supported as it is by the eurliest 
representative of both the Alexandrian and the Western types 
of text, 


12.4 ἔφαγον {C} 

Although ἔφαγον ix supported by only & B and 481, us the 
non-parallel reading. it is more likely to have been altered to 
ἔφαγεν than vice versa, The text implies that David, having 
gone into the sanctuary, brought out the bread of the Presenee 
vhich he and those who were with him ate. 












12.15. 4[8xAoe] πολλοί [0] 

While it is possible that through homocoteleuton ὄχλοι. 
may have accidentally fallen out, it is slightly more probable 
that scribes, influenced by the familiar phrase “many crowds” 
or “great crowds” (e. g. 4.25; 8.1; 13.2; 15.30; 19.2), strength- 
ened the simple πολλοί (a reading which is supported by early 
Alexandrian and Western witnesses) by adding ὄχλοι, either 
before or after πολλοί. 


12.25 εἰδὼς δέ {C} 


‘The subject ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς was a natural addition, introduced 
hy copyists whe thought the words necessary for the sake of 
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clarity, Were they present originally, no one would have 
deliberately omitted them, The reading εἰδώφ, whether with 
‘or without ὁ Ἰησοῦς, is supported by the overwhelming weight 
of external evidence, (See also the comments on 9.4.) 





12.80 σκορπίζει [Α] 


In order to produce a balanced expression in accord with 
the pattem of the previous clause, several copyists, feeling 
that σκορπίζει (which is a transitive verb) needed a comple- 
ment, added we—though with disastrous consequences for the 
sense! 


12.31 τοῖς ἀνθρώποις |B} 


‘The addition of ὑμῖν in B und a few other witnesses appears 
to be due to seribal inadvertence (just as B* erroneously adds 
οὐκ after ἀνθρώπου in ver. 32), 


1.47 [inolude verse} {C} 


The sentence, which scems to be necessary for the sense 
of the following verses, apparently was accidentally omitted 
because of homoeoteleuton (λαλῆσαι... λαλῆσαι). In view, 
however, of the age and weight of the diverse text-types that 
omit the words, the Committee enclosed the words within 
‘square brackets in order to indicate certain amount of doubt 
concerning their right to stand in the text. 


13.9 dra [0] 


See the comments on the same variant reading at 11 





5. 
18.13 ὅτι βλέποντες οὐ βλέπουσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες οὐκ 
ἀκούουσιν οὐδὲ συνίουσιν |B} 


Several representatives of the Western and the Caesarean 
types of text, influenced by the parallel passages in Mk 4.12 
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and Lk 8.10, altered the construction to ἕνα with the subjune- 
tive mood, 


13.85 διά [0] 


On the one hand, the reading “through Isaiah the prophet” 
is supported by codex Sinaiticus (first hand), several important 
minuscule manuscripts, one Ethiopie manuscript, and copies 
‘of the Gospel known 10 Euscbius and Jerome. The latter alse 
states that Porphyry cited it as showing the ignorance of 
Matthew (lam imperitus fuit). Transcriptional probabilities 
at once favor this as the more difficult reading, for it is easy 
to suppose that 60 obvious an error would haye been corrected 
by copyists (compare 27.9; Mk 1.2). 

‘On the other hand, if ne prophet were originally named, 
more than one seribe might have been prompted to insert. the 
name of the best known prophet—something which has, in fact, 
happened clsewhere more than once (see comments on 1,22; 
2.5; 21.4; Ac 7.48). It is also possible that some reader, observing 
the actual source of the quotation (Ps 78.2), might huve inserted 
“Asaph,” and subsequently—as Jerome suggests—other readers, 
not haying heard of such a prophet (ef. 2 Chr 20.80), changes 
it to the much more familiar “Isaiah.” No extant document is 
known to read ᾿Ασάφ. 

In the face of such conflicting transcriptional probabilities, 
the Committee preferred to follow the preponderance of ex 
ternal evidence. 











13.35 ἀπὸ καταβολῆς [κόσμου] {C} 

It can be argued that the shorter reading, attested by 
representative witnesses of the Alexandrian, Western, and 
Eastern types of text, was original, and that κόσμου was added 
by seribes from 25.34, where the text is firm. 

‘On the other hand, since the preponderance of the external 
evidence was taken to support the inclusion of κόσμου, 2 
majority of the Committee was reluctant to drop the word 
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from the text entirely and therefore decided to enclose it within 
square brackets, 


13.40 τοῦ αἰῶνος [0] 
‘The familiarity of the expression “this (present) age” (12 
ant] age” (12.32; 
Lk 16.8; 20.34; Ro 12.2; 1 Cor 1.20; 2.6 (bis), 8; 3.18; 2 Cor 4.4: 
Eph 1.21; 1 Tm 6.17; 2 Tm 4.10; Tt 2.12) accounts for the 
insertion of τούτου in the later text, 





13.43 ὦτα [0] 


See the comments on the same variant reading at 11.15. 


WA πωλεῖ πάντα ὅσα ἔχει [0] 

_ The sequence πάντα ὅσα ἔχει πωλεῖ appears to have been 
influenced by the account in Lk 18.22 (πάντα ὅσα ἔχεις 
πώλησον). Although the short reading of B and a few other 
Witnesses is attractive, the absence of πάντα may be the result 
of the Alexandrian penchant for pruning unnecessary words. 


13.55 ᾿Ιωσήφ [Β] 

‘The name Ἰωσής (or Ἰωσή), which represents the Galilean 
Pronunciation (Ὁ) of the correct Hebrew (np), appears 
to be an intrusion from Mk 6.3 into the text of Matthew. The 
substitution of Ἰωάννης is the result of seribal inadvertence, 
arising from the frequency elsewhere of references to James 
and John, the sons of Zebedee. The reading Ἰωάννης καὶ 


᾿Ιωσής is αὶ manifest conflation, farthest removed from the 
original, 


14.1 rerpadpyns 
See the comments on Ae 13.1. 


148 Ἡρῴδης [0] 


Although τότε is a favorite of Matthew (90 times; compared 
with 6 in Mark, 14 in Luke, 10 in John) and might therefore 


‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING ΤῸ MATTHEW 85 


be thought to be original here, the Committee was of the 
‘opinion that the diversity of textual types supporting the 
shorter text was somewhat more impressive than the narrow 
textual basis of the reading Ἡρῴδης τότε. The adverb appears 
to have been inserted in order to make it clear that: the situa- 
tion reflected in ver. 8 antedates that of verses 1 and 2 


14.3 Φιλίππου {B} 


According to Josephus (see his Antiquities, xvi.v.4) the 
first husband of Herodias was named Herod (being the son of 
Herod the Great and Mariamne, Simon's daughter), wherens 
it was Herod) Philip the tetrarch (Lk 3.1) who married Salome, 
the daughter of Herodias, In Mk 6.17 all manuscripts except 
two name Philip as Herodias’s first husband (p* and ms, 47 
omit the name Philip). It appears, therefore, that either Josephus 
failed to give the full name of Herodias’s first husband (Herod 
Philip), or Mark confused Herodias’s husband and son-in-law 
In Lk 3.19 several witnesses (including A C K W 88 565 syr* 
cop) insert Φιλίππου before τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ αὐτοῦ, though 
it is absent from the better witnesses (including 8 BD 1. T 
AE Old Latin Vulgate Gothic). 

It appears, therefore, that in 14.3 Matthew followed the 
original text of Mark and read Φιλίππου, whereas several 
‘Western witnesses were assimilated to the shorter text of 
Lk 3.19 and thus brought Matthew's account into harmony 
with that of Josephus, 





14.9 λυπηθεὶς ὁ βασιλεὺς διά [Β] 


‘The reading supported by the chief representatives of the 
Alexandrian, the Western, and the Caesarean types of text 
involves a certain ambiguity (j., does the phrase with διά, 
qualify λυπηθεῖς or ἐκέλευσεν). In order to resolve the am- 
biguity copyists inserted δέ, thus altering the hypotactie con- 
struction (“And being grieved, the king, because of his oaths 
and because of those who sat with him, commanded [it] to be 
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given”) to the more colloquial paratactic construction (“And 
the king was grieved; but because of his oaths and because of 
‘those who sat with him, he commanded . ..”), 


14.12 πτῶμα 


Although it might be argued that copyists introduced πτῶμα 
from the parallel in Mark (6.29), it is more probable that 
copyists replaced it with the more frequently used σῶμα. In 
any case, from the standpoint of external evidence, the former 
is much more strongly attested than the latter (πτῶμα, 8 B 
CD LOE f p* 22 700 it* syr*> cop arm geo; σῶμα, 
W XT Δ Π᾿ ᾧ 28 665 most minuscules most Old Latin vg 
ayr cop"), 


14.12 αὐτόν] 


On the one hand, the predominant external evidence attests 
αὐτό (or its phonetic equivalent, αὐτῷ), with only 8° B 0106 
its syr" eth attesting αὐτόν. On the other hand, however, 
it is much more likely that copyists would conform the personal 
pronoun to the impersonal for the sake of grammatical concord 
with πτῶμα (or σῶμα), than vice versa, In order to represent 
the opposition between external evidence and transcriptional 
probability, it was decided to print abr6{»), 


14.22 εὐθέως [0] 


Although some commentators have thought that εὐθέως, 
is a scribal accommodation to the Markan text (Mk 6.45), it is 
more probable that its absenee from a fow witnesses is due to 
aceidental omission, 





14.22 μαθητάς [Β] 
The Committee judged that the weight and variety of the 
external evidence favors the shorter reading, especially since 


copyists may have introduced αὐτοῦ from the parallel passage 
in Mk 6.45. 
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14.348. σταδίους πολλοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς ἀπεῖχεν [0] 

The question is whether Matthew was here assimilated by 
copyists to John (σταδίους εἴκοσι πέντε ἢ τριάκοντα, Jn 6.19) 
or to Mark (ἦν τὸ πλοῖον ἐν μέσῳ τῆς θαλάσσης, Mk 6.47). 
Since the process of harmonization more often took place among 
the Synoptic Gospels than between the Fourth Gospel and one 
of the Synopties, and since the Johannine parallel is very slight 
(involving among Greek witnesses only the word σταδίου), it 
appears that the reading of Bf al best uecounts for the rise 
of the others, 


14.27 [ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς] αὐτοῖς {D} 

Although it was recognized that. scribes would often insert, 
ὁ Ἰησοῦς in order to identify the subject of a verb in the 
Gospels, the Committee judged that, if the reading preserved 
in B were original, the shorter reading could be explained as 
the result of accidental omission of ὁ Ἰησοῦς through homoeo- 
teleuton (oTEayrorc). After having dropped out, ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
would most likely be reinserted after αὐτοῖς. In order to 
reflect the balance of probabilities, a majority of the Committee 
preferred to retain ὁ Ἰησοῦς but to enclose the words within 
square brackets. 





14.29" καὶ ἦλθεν [Β] 

‘The reading καὶ ἦλθεν (“Peter walked upon the water and 
came to Jesus”) seemed to say too much, and therefore was 
altered to ἐλθεῖν (“Peter walked upon the water to come to 
Jesus”). Although the reading of 8* has the appearance of 
being ἃ conflation, it may be merely an exegetical expansion 
introduced by the scribe. ‘The reading of eth is a translational 








'The Bohairie version has been partially conformed to the Johannine 
‘account; it reads “the ship was at a distance from the land about twenty 
five stadia.” 
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14.30 ἄνεμον [ἰσχυρόν] {C} 

From the standpoint of external evidence, although the 
combination of 8 B* 073 33 cop*-'.' is impressive attestation, 
ἃ majority of the Committee considered it too exclusively 
Egyptian to be followed here, where the shorter text may 
have arisen by accidental omission in the ancestor of one 
text-type. From the standpoint of internal considerations, 
although it can be argued that ἰσχυρόν was added by scribes 
in order to heighten the dramatic offect (as σφόδρα was added 
in W), αὶ majority was inclined to regard its presence as in- 
trinsically required in order to explain Peter's increasing fear. 
In order to represent these conflicting considerations the Com- 
mittee decided to retain ἐσχυρόν in the text, but to 
within square brackets 








15.4 εἶπεν [0] 


‘The presence of τὴν ἐντολὴν τοῦ θεοῦ in ver. 3 probably 
prompted copyists to chunge the statement, “For God said . ..” 
to “For God commanded, saying... ..” whereas, if the reading 
ἐνετείλατο λέγων were original, it is difficult to account for 
the substitution of the more colorless εἶπεν (in Mk 7.10, where 
the text is firm, the subject of εἶπεν is Μωῦσῆς). 


15.6 τὸν πατέρα αὐτοῦ [Ὁ] 


On the one hand, it can be argued that the addition of the 
phrase “or his mother’ doubtless seemed necessary to scribes 
who observed the references to both father and mother in the 
Preceding verses. On the other hand, the absence of ἢ {or καὶ 
τὴν μητέρα αὐτοῦ may be accounted for either as accidental 
omission (owing to similarity with the preceding τὸν πατέρα 
αὐτοῦ) or as deliberate stylistic suppression of one element in a 
frequently repeated phrase. In view of the balance of such 
transeriptional considerations, the Committee made its de- 
cision on the basis of what was judged to be superior external 
attestation 
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15.6 τὸν λόγον [Β] 

It is clear that τὴν ἐντολήν was introduced to suit ver. 3, 
but whether it supplanted τὸν λόγον or τὸν νόμον is more 
difficult to decide. Although it is tempting to regard νόμον 
as original and λόγον as the result of harmonization to Mk 
7.13, a majority of the Committee was impressed by the weight 
of the external evidence supporting λόγον. Furthern.ore, since 
a specific commandment is cited, there would have been a 
tendency to replace λόγον with either ἐντολήν or νόμον. 


15.14 τυφλοί εἰσιν ὁδηγοὶ [τυφλῶν] [0] 

Although from the standpoint of external evidence the read- 
ing τυφλοί εἰσιν ὁδηγοί, supported by B and D, may seem 
to be preferable, the readings that most adequately account 
for the emergence of the others (as emendations of the arrange- 
ment, or mistakes arising from palaeographical similarities) are 
τυφλοί εἰσιν ὁδηγοὶ τυφλῶν and ὁδηγοί εἰσιν τυφλοὶ τυφλῶν. 
Of these two readings, the Committee preferred the former on 
the basis of superior attestation; at the same time, however, 
in doference to the weight of B and D, it was thought sufer 
to enclose τυφλῶν within square brackets. 


15.18 τὴν παραβολὴν [ταύτην] (C} 

‘A majority of the Committee preferred to adopt the reading 
attested by a wide variety of witnesses and to explain the 
absence of ταύτην in other witnesses as the result of deliberate 
excision by scribes who thought it inappropriate (the “parable!” 
does not immediately precede). Nevertheless, in view of the 
weight of the witnesses that omit ταύτην (ΝΣ B f* 700 892 
cop™ geo® Origen), it was thought best to enclose the word 
within square brackets. 








15.26 ἔστιν καλόν [Οἱ 
Although it could be argued that an original ἔξεστιν was 
displaced by ἔστιν καλόν or καλόν ἐστιν under the influence of 
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the parallel account in Mk 7.27 (where the manuseripts fluctuate 
between ἔστιν καλόν and καλόν ἐστιν), the Committee re- 
garded it as somewhat more probable that ἔξεστιν was intro- 
duced into some of the Western witnesses in order to strengthen 
Jesus’ reply (ἃ heightening from what is appropriate or fitting 
to what is lawful or permitted). 


15.31 λαλοῦντας, κυλλοὺς ὑγιεῖς [0] 

‘The manuscripts of this verse γοῆροὶ a variety of changes, 
‘some accidental and some deliberate, Although it can be argued 
that the words κυλλοὺς ὑγιεῖς were added in order to make a 





‘The reading adopted for the text is supported by a broad 
spectrum of attestation, including Western (D) and Caesarean 
(Θ f*) witnesses (the latter also insert καί), 


15.36 μαθηταῖς [8] 


The addition of αὐτοῦ in a variety of witnesses appears to 
have been influenced by the parallel account in Mk 8.6, 





15.38 γυναικῶν καὶ παιδίων {Dj 

Considerations involving external evidence and internal 
probabilities are so nearly balanced that it is exceedingly 
difficult to choose between the two readings. On the one hand, 
the reading γυναικῶν καὶ παιδίων is supported by witnesses 
representing a wide variety of textual types, whereas support 
for παιδίων καὶ γυναικῶν is far more limited, and pre- 
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dominantly Western in character (as is true also at Mt 14.21 
where D (Θ᾽ 1) 1582 Old Latin syr* cop" geo read παιδίων 
καὶ γυναικῶν). 

On the other hand, the sequence “children and women’ 
would have been regarded as unusual, and therefore more 
likely to be altered to “women and children’ than vice versa. 

Faced with such an even balance of considerations, a majority 
of the Committee, though having a certain sympathy for the 
reading παιδίων καὶ γυναικῶν, thought it more cautious to 
adopt γυναικῶν καὶ παιδίων. 


15.39 Μαγαδάν [0] 

‘The best external evidence supports Mayaday, yet not only 
the site, but even the existence of such a place-name is un- 
certain. ‘The parallel passage in Mk 8.10 has ‘the districts of 
Dalmanutha” (τὰ μέρη Δαλμανουθά), an equally unknown 
site and name. The well-known Semitic word for Tower? 
in Greck Μαγδαλά(ν), is read in many manuscripts in place of 
Μαγαδάν or Δαλμανουθά. (See also the comments on Mk 8.10.) 





16.3-8 [ὀψίας γενομένης... οὐ δύνασθε. {D} 

‘The external evidenoe for the absence of these words is 
impressive, including 8 B f* 157 al syré* cop" arm Origen 
and, according to Jerome, most manuscripts known to him 
(though he included the passage in the Vulgate). The question 
is how one ought to interpret this evidence, Most scholars regard 
the passage as a later insertion from a source similar to Lk 
12,54-56, or from the Lukan passage itself, with an adjustment 
concerning the particular signs of the weather. On the other 
hhand, it can be argued (as Scrivener and Lagrange do) that the 
words were omitted by copyists in climates (e.g. Egypt) 
where red sky in the morning does not announce rain, 

In view of the balance of these considerations it was thought, 
best to retain the passage enclosed within square brackets 





“Hebrew yyp, Aramaic ΝΥ 0, Arabic Jina. 
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16.5 οἱ μαθηταί [Α] 
The insertion of αὐτοῦ is a natural addition made inde- 
pendently by copyists in several of the later forms of the text. 


16.8 ἔχετε [0] 

In addition to strong external attestation supporting ἔχετε it 
is probable that, in view of the presence of ἐλάβομεν in the 
preceding verse, scribes would have been more likely to alter 
ἔχετε to ἐλάβετε than ἐλάβετε to ἔχετε, despite the use of 
ἔχετε in the Markan parallel (Mk 8.17). 


16.12 τῶν ἄρτων [Ὁ] 


In view of the use of the expression “the leaven of the 
Pharisees and Sadducees” in verses 6 and 11, it was perhaps 
natural that αι few witnesses should repeat one or both of the 
words “Pharisees” “Sadducees” after ζύμης in ver. 12. Although 
the reading of D @ f* αἱ without any qualifying genitive (“Then 
they understood that he did not tell them to beware of leaven, 
but of the teaching of the Pharisees and Sadducces’) might 
be thought original and each of the other readings an expansion, 
it is also possible that copyists considered the prosence of τῶν 
ἄρτων ον τοῦ ἄρτου to be unnecessary to the sense and there- 
fore omitted the words as superfluous, In view of the balance 
of transcriptional possibilities, the Committee decided to adopt 
the reading supported by N° B L 892 and several early versions. 








16.13 τίνα λέγουσιν of ἄνθρωποι εἶναι [Β] 

Both the variety of positions of μὲ in the witnesses which 
‘include it and the fact that in the parallel passages the word 
is firm indicate that it was originally absent from Matthew's 
account, 


16.21 ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς {C} 


Was it the evangelist or subsequent copyists who, because 
of the preceding account of Peter’s declaration of Jesus! mes- 
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Siabship, wrote Ἰησοῦς Χριστός In view of the rarity of the 
phrase Ἰησοῦς Χριστὸς in the Gospels—it occurs elsewhere 
only at the beginning of Matthew (1.1, 18) and of Mark (1.1), 
and in Jn 1.17; 17.3—and particularly in view of the preceding 
sentence, the Committee preferred the customary ὁ Ἰησοῦς. 
‘The omission of the name in several manuscripts appears to be 
due to seribal inadvertence (in the case of 8 the seribe, in 
deleting ΧΕ, accidentally deleted ΤῈ as well). 


17.10 μαθηταί [0] 

Although it is possible that αὐτοῦ was omitved because of 
the preceding αὐτόν, the Committee judged it more likely that 
‘copyists would have added the word ax a natural accompani- 
ment with of μαθηταί. 


17.18 πάσχει {C} 
κακῶς ἔχει appears to have been substituted 
for κακῶς πάσχει, either as a more idiomatie Grock expression 
or because κακῶς πάσχει was thought to be pleonastic, 





17.20 ὀλιγοπιστίαν [ΒΪ 

It ie more likely that the evangelist used ὀλιγοπιστίαν, a 
rare word that occurs nowhere else in the New Testament 
(though ὀλεγόπιστος is used four times in Matthew), and 
that, in view of ἄπιστος in ver. 17, copyists substituted the 
more frequently used word ἀπιστία (which occurs eleven times 
in the New Testament), than that the reverse process took 


place. 


17.21 omit verse [Β] 

Since there is no good reason why the passage, if originally 
present in Matthew, should have been omitted, and since 
copyists frequently inserted material derived from another 
Gospel, it appears that most manuscripts have been assimilated 
to the parallel in Mk 9.29. 
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17.22 συστρεφομένων [0] 

It is probable that the reading συστρεφομένων (taken to 
mean “were gathering together”) would strike copyists as 
strange, and therefore would be changed into what scemed 
more appropriate (ἀναστρεφομένων, “abode”). The verb 
συστρέφειν, which occurs only twice in the New Testament, 
‘apparently means here “while they were crowding (around 
Jesus)” 








17.26 εἰπόντος δέ [0] 


‘The reading εἰπόντος δέ, lacking a substantive, was deemed 
to be the reading that best explains the origin of the other 
readings, 

After “Apa... viol, which may be taken as a question, 
& noteworthy expansion appears in minuscule manuseript 
713, dating from the twelfth century: ἔφη Σίμων, Nai. λέγει 
ὁ "Ingots, Ads οὖν καὶ σύ, ὡς ἀλλότριος αὐτῶν (“Simon said 
‘Yes.’ Jesus says, “Then you also give, as being an alien to 
them”), The same expansion occurs also in the Arabie form of 
the Diatessaron (25,6). ‘The nucleus of this oceurs in Ephraem's 
Commentary on Tatian’s Diatessaron, where the Syriac text 
(14.17) reads, “Give to them therefore as an alien,” and the 
Armenian reads, “Go; you also give as one of the aliens.”” 











18.7 οὐαὶ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ (C} 

Except for the possibility of accidental oversight, there 
seems to be no reason why a copyist should have omitted 
ἐκείνῳ, On the other hand, since the context seems to call for 
such a demonstrative, it is altogether probable that the word 
was added by more than one transcriber, either before οὐαί or 
after ἀνθρώπῳ. 


18.11 omit verse {B} 


There cam be little doubt that the words ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ vids 
τοῦ ἀνθρώπον (ζητήσαι καὶ) σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός are spurious 
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here, being omitted by the earliest witnesses. representing 
several textual types (Alexandrian, pre-Caesarean, Egyptian, 
Antiochian), and manifestly borrowed by copyists from Lk 
19.10. The reason for the interpolation was apparently to 
provide ἃ connection between ver. 10 and verses 12-14. 


18.14 ὑμῶν fC] 

Between the readings “your Father" and “my Father" it is 
difficult to decide.! The latter, though strongly attested, prob 
bly reflects the influence of τοῦ πατρός μοὺ in ver. 10 (compare 
also ver. 35). The reading ἡμῶν (D* and a few other witnesses) 
is probably itacism for ὑμῶν. 


18.15 ἁμαρτήσῃ [εἰς σέ] [0] 
It is possible that the words εἰς σέ are an early interpolation 
to the original text, perhaps derived by copyists from the 
use of εἰς ἐμέ in ver. 21. On the other hand, it is also possible 
to regard their omission as either deliberate (in order to render 
the passage applicable to sin in general) or accidental (for in 
later Greek the pronunciation of ἡ, ἢ, and εἰ was similar). 
In order to reflect this balance of possibilities, the Committee 


decided to enclose the words within square brackets, 





18.281 ὁ Πέτρος εἶπεν αὐτῷ 10] 

‘One can see why copyists wonld be likely to moye αὐτῷ 
from after εἶπεν to a position where it could be taken with 
προσελθών as well as εἶπεν, but there is no discernible reason 
for moving it in the reverse direction. The absence of αὐτῷ 
altogether in a few witnesses is probably the result of seribal 
oversight. 








ὁ Matthew has 19 instances of the expression “my Father,” aad 18 
instances of “your Father” (σοῦ ο du) 
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18.26 λέγων [8] 


Although κύριε may have been omitted in order to conform 
the passage to ver, 29, it is more likely that the word was 
inserted in order to udapt the expression to a spiritual in- 
terpretation. The combination of BD @ 700 vg sys arm geo 
αἱ is a significant constellation of witnesses supporting the 
shorter reading. 


18.29 αὐτοῦ 


Although it is possible that the phrase εἰς τοὺς πόδας αὐτοῦ 
(CBF HK M8 Ὁ VPA TI most minuscules, followed by 
the Textus Receptus) was accidentally omitted in transerip- 
tion, the eye of the scribe passing from αὐτοῦ to αὐτοῦ, the 
ommittee preferred the shorter text (& B Ct D GLO 
1 ΤΙ 124 700 892 1396 1424 1573 1579 1582, most of the Old 
Latin, vi sy! cop eth geo) and regarded the longer 
reading as « natural expansion introduced by scribes in order 
to explain πεσών. 





18,34 τὸ ὀφειλόμενον [0] 


After τὸ ὀφειλόμενον the Textus Receptus, following the 
later witnesses, adds αὐτῷ. 

‘The shorter reading is adequately supported by representa 
tive witnesses of the Alexandrian, Western, and pre-Caesarean 
types of text. 


18.35 ὑμῶν 


‘The words τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν, which the Textus 
Receptus, following the later witnesses, adds at the close of 
the sentence, are natural expansion, derived perhaps from 
6.14. The Committee preferred the shorter reading supported 
by the chief representatives of the Alexandrian, Western, and 
Caesarean types of text (& BD L @ 1 22* 700 892 1582 1155. 
saedlact ye gyre" cops geo eth Speculum). 
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19.8 Φαρισαῖοι [0] 

‘The Committee was impressed by the diversity and quality 
of the witnesses that support the anarthrous expression, It was 
natural for scribes to supply the definite article (as they did 
also in some manuscripts at the parallel in Mk 10.2). 


19.3 ἔξεστιν ἀνθρώπῳ [ΟἹ 

Οἱ the one hand, it can be argued that scribes would have 
been likely to supply ἀνθρώπῳ if the word were not present 
originally. On the other hand, in view of the predominantly 
Alexandrian character of the evidence supporting the shorter 
text, the Committee judged that it is somewhat more probable 
that the word was deleted in the interest of producing a more 
concise literary style. The reading with ἀνδρί is clearly due to 
assimilation to the Markan parallel (10.2). 





19.4 κτίσας (BY 

It is easier to suppose that copyists changed the word κτίσας 
(which is supported by several excellent witnesses) to ποιήσας, 
thus harmonizing it with the Septuagint text of Gn 1.27 (whieh 
is quoted in the immediate context), than to suppose that 
ποιήσας was altered to suit the Hebrew word used in Gn 1.27 
(τς, πὰς means “created"), 





19.7 ἀπολῦσαι [αὐτήν] [0] 

ΤῈ is difficult to decide whether αὐτὴν is an addition (as 
τὴν γυναῖκα undoubtedly is) to a concisely stated expression, 
or whether the word was deleted in order to assimilate the 
passage to the near-parallel in Mk 10.4. Since the external 
evidence is likewise so nearly balanced, the Committee decided 
to enclose the word within square brackets. 


19.9 μὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ γαμήσῃ ἄλλην [ΟἹ 


The “excepting clause” in the Matthean account of Jesus’ 
teaching on divorce occurs in two forms: παρεκτὸς λόγου 
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πορνείας (except on the ground of unchastity") and μὴ ἐπὲ 
πορνείᾳ (‘except for unchastity”). It is probable that the 
witnesses (including BD /* Μὴ 33) which have the former 
reading have been assimilated to 5.32, where the text is firm, 
Likewise the phrase ποιεῖ αὐτὴν μοιχευθῆναι (“makes her 
commit adultery” [i.e. when she remarries}) has come into 
several witnesses (including B C* #) from 5.32, where it is 
firm. The short rending of 1574, καὶ γαμήσῃ ἄλλην, has been 
conformed to the prevailing text of Mk 10.11. 





19.9 μοιχᾶται [0] 


After μοιχᾶται several witnesses (including K W A ΘΠ 
Add καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυμένην γαμῶν (or yauhoas) μοιχᾶται (“and 
hhe who marries a divoreed woman commnits adultery”). Although 
i might be argued that homoeoteleuton (μοιχᾶται... 
μοιχᾶται) accounts for its accidental omission from & DL 
1241 al, the fact that B C* f' al read μοιχᾶται only once (Ὁ 

the conclusion of the combined clauses) makes it more probable 
that the text was expanded by copyists who accommodated 
the saying to the prevailing text of 





19.10 μαθηταὶ [αὐτοῦ] [0] 


Although the combination of 8 B Θ᾽ ἢ eop™™* in support 
of the shorter reading is noteworthy, the Committee was 
impressed by the possibility that the presence of αὐτῷ before 
μαθηταί prompted some copyists to delete αὐτοῦ. It wi 
thought best, therefore, to retain the word enclosed within 
square brackets, 








19.11 τὸν λόγον [τοῦτον] [0] 


On the one hand, since the geueral tendeney of seribes 
is to make the text more explicit, eg by adding the 
demonstrative pronoun, the shorter reading, supported by 
B f' and several early versions, has a certain presumption in 
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its favor. On the other hand, however, the ambiguity of the 
reference of τοῦτον in the context—does it refer to the deduc- 
tion made by the disciples (ver. 11), or to the preceding exposi- 
tion of Jesus (verses 4-8)?—may have prompted some scribes 
to delete the word. In order to reflect the balince of possi- 
bilities, the Committee decided to retain the word, enclosed 
within square brackets. The reading of Θ is obvionsly secondary. 


19.16 διδάσκαλε [Β] 

‘The word ἀγαθέ, which is absent from early and good repre- 
sentatives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts, was 
manifestly brought in by copyists from the parallel accounts 
in Mark (10.17) and Luke (18.18). (See also the miments on 
the following variant reading.) 





19.17 τί με ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; εἷς ἐστιν ὁ ἀγαθός, 
18] 

‘Many of the witnesses (but not Θ᾽ 700 al) which interpolute 
ἀγαθὲ in ver. 16 also modify ver. 17 by substituting for 
Matthew's distinctive account the words from the parallel 
counts, τέ we λέγεις ἀγαθόν; οὐδεὶς ἀγαθὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς ὁ θεὸς 
Why do you eall me good? No one is good but God alone,” 
Mk 10.18; Lk 18.19). If the latter reading were original in 
Matthew, it is hard to imagine why copyists would have 
altered it to α more obscure one, whereas scribal assimilation 
noptie parallels occurs frequently. 























19.22 τὸν λόγον [0] 

‘The reading that seems to explain best the ori 
others is τὸν λόγον, which is supported by representatives of a 
variety of text-types. Several witnesses, in accord with the 
general tendency of copyists to prefer explicitness of text, add 
τοῦτον. A few other witnesses omit the entire expression, either 
by accident in transeription or by design, in order to prune 
the text of what might be regarded as superfluous. 
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19.24 κάμηλον 


Instead of κάμηλον several secondary witnesses, inchiding 
59.2 arm geo, read κάμιλον (“a rope” or “ἃ ship’s hawser”) 
(See also the comments on Lk 18.25. 





19.25 μαθηταί [Β] 


‘The tendency, characteristic of the later type of text, to 
add pronouns seems to have operated here, despite the resulting 
redundaney with τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ in ver. 23. 


19,29 πατέρα ἣ μητέρα [0] 


‘The presence of γυναῖκα in many witnesses seems to be the 
result of seribal assimilation to the Lukan parallel (Lk 18.29), 
and the replacement of πατέρα ἢ μητέρα by γονεῖς in other 
witnesses may either reflect influence from the same parallel 
or be a substitution arising independently. ‘The absence of 
πατέρα # in D and several Old Latin witnesses appears to be 
the result of homocoteleuton. 


19.29 ἑκατονταπλασίονα [Β] 


‘The several readings are reflected in the parallel passages: 
the text of Mark (10.30) reads ἑκατονταπλασίονα (“a hundred- 
fold”); most of the manuscripts of Luke (18,30) read ποὰ- 
λαπλασίονα (“‘manifold'’); and the Western text of Luke 
(Ὁ Old Latin syr) reads ἑπταπλασίονα (“sevenfold”) 
What was judged to be predominant external support, as 
well as considerations involving the dependence of Matthew 
upon Mark, led the Committee to prefer ἑκατονταπλασίονα. 


20.15 [7] () {C} 


External support for the presence or absence of # at the 
beginning of ver. 15 is rather evenly divided, with representative 
witnesses of the Alexandrian (B and &), the Western (D and 
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Old Latin), and the Caesarean (@ and Κ᾽ 75) texts on opposite 
sides. From a transcriptional point of view it is more likely 
that scribes would have dropped the word after got (in Inter 
Greek both ἢ and ot were pronounced “ee") than inserted it. 
‘On balance the Committee thought it best to retain the word, 
but to enclose it within square brackets. 


20.18 ἔσχατοι (2) 


After ἔσχατοι most witnesses, followed by the Textus 
Receptus, add πολλοὶ γάρ εἰσιν κλητοί, ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί 
(for many are called, but few chosen"). The shorter reading 
is supported by the Alexandrian text (8 BL Z 085 36 1093 
% cop eth"), Although it is just possible that. the words 
fell out of the text through homocoteleuton (ἔσχατοι... 
ὀλίγοι), it is much more likely that copyists incorporated them 
here from 22.14, where they terminate another parable. 


20.17 καὶ ἀναβαίνων ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς [0] 

Several witnesses (including Β f* and Origen in two quota- 
tions out of three) read μέλλων δέ and alter ἀναβαίνων to the 
infinitive ἀναβαίνειν before or after Ἰησοῦς. Although the use 
of μέλλων is in Matthew's style (see 16.27; 17.12, 22; 20.22; 
24.6), in the context the word appears to be a topographical 
correction introduced by copyists who observed that, from 
Jericho (see ver. 29) one “goes up to Jerusalem’; before reach- 
ing Jericho, therefore, Jesus is “about to go up to Jerusalem.” 

‘A few mimuscules omit ὁ Ἰησοῦς, probably through an 
oversight in transcription (οἴσεις). 


30.117 τοὺς δώδεκα [μαθητάς] {C} 


Although copyists often add the word μαθηταί to the more 
primitive expression of δώδεκα (see Tischendorf’s note in loc. 
and 26.20 below), a majority of the Committee judged that 
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the present passage was assimilated to the text of Mark (10.32) 
or Luke (18.31). In order to represent both possibilities it was 
decided to employ square brackets. 

‘The reading with αὐτοῦ in several minuscules and versions 
is clearly a secondary expansion. 








20.17 καὶ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ [8] 

The external evidence supporting ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ καί was deemed 
to be less impressive than that supporting the text. Further- 
more, the transfer of the prepositional phrase to what goes 
before seems to be an amelioration of the sense. The shorter 
reaclings are doubtless the result of seribal blunders. 


30.2) πίνειν 


After lve many witnesses, cluding CEP GHKM 
ΟΝ Χ Τ' ΔΙῚ Σ ᾧ and most minuscules, add ἢ τὸ βάπτισμα 
ὃ ἐγὼ βαπτίζομαι βαπτισθῆναι. ‘The clause is absent from 
representative witnesses of the three principal types of text, 
Alexandrian, Western, and Caesarean (ΝΣ BDL % @ 085 1 
22 788 1582, most of the Old Latin, vg syr* cop™" eth). 
Tt is the kind of addition that many copyists would have been 
likely to make from the parallel passage in Mk 10.38, 








30.28 πίεσθε 


‘The majority of the manuscripts have filed out the sentence 
by adding from the parallel in Mk 10.39 the clause καὶ τὸ 
βάπτισμα ὃ ἐγὼ βαπτίζομαι βαπτισθήσεσθε. The shorter text 
is decisively supported by the same witnesses that read the 
shorter text in ver. 22. 


30.206 ἔσται {C} 


Although the combination of B and D in support οἵ ἐστίν is 
not insignificant, the Committee judged that the preponderant 





‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING ΤῸ MATTHEW 


weight of the external evidence supports the future tense. The 
same variation occurs also in the parallel at Mk 10.43, 


20.28 πολλῶν 


After πολλῶν several Western witnesses (D and, with minor 
variations, Φ it aye) add Ὑμεῖς δὲ ζητεῖτε ἐκ μικροῦ 
αὐξῆσαι καὶ ἐκ μείζονος ἔλαττον εἶναι. Εἰσερχόμενοι δὲ καὶ 
παρακληθέντες δειπνῆσαι μὴ ἀνακλίνεσθε εἰς τοὺς ἐξέχοντας 
τόπους, μήποτε ἐνδοξότερός σου ἐπέλθῃ καὶ προσελθὼν ὁ 
δειπνοκλήτωρ εἴπῃ σοι, Ἔτι κάτω χώρει, καὶ καταισχυνθήσῃ. 
"Bar δὲ ἀναπέσῃς εἰς τὸν ἥττονα τόπον καὶ ἐπέλθῃ σου ἥττων, 
ἐρεῖ σοι ὁ δειπνοκλήτωρ, Σύναγε ἔτι ἄνω, καὶ ἔσται σοι τοῦτο 
χρήσιμον (“But seek to increase from that which is small, 
and from the greater to become less. When you enter into a 
house and are invited to dine, do not recline in the prominent, 
places, lest perchaniee one more honorable than you comes in, 
and the host come and say to you, ‘Go farther down’; and you 
will be put to shame, But if you recline in the lower pluce und 
one inferior to you comes in, the host will say to you, ‘Go 
farther up"; and this will be advantageous to you"). This 
interpolation is a piece of floating tradition, an expanded but 
inferior version of Lk 14,8-10, 








20.80 “᾿Ελέησον ἡμᾶς, [κύριε,] vids Δαυίδ [Ὁ] 


Influenced by the recollection of similar passages elsewhere, 
copyists have introduced many variations, Since the parallels 
in Mk 10.47 and Lk 18.38 both contain Ἰησοῦ, it is probable 
that the Matthean readings involving this word! are secondary. 
Although it can be argued that the shortest reading (ἐλέησον 
ἡμᾶς, υἱὲ Aavid) is original and all the other readings are 
seribal expansions, it is more likely that copyists, influenced 
by Matthew's earlier account of the healing of the blind men, 
produced by assimilation an exact parallel to 9.27. Furthermore, 
it appears that readings with υἱέ reflect a more elegant Greek 
style than the more Semitic usage of the nominative (ef. Blass- 
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Debrunner-Funk, § 147 (3)). As the least unsatisfactory resolu- 
tion of all the diverse problems a majority of the Committee 
decided to udopt the reading of K WT’ A 28 al, but, in view 
of the variation in position of κύριε, to enclose this word within 
square brackets, 





20.81 ᾿Ελέησον ἡμᾶς, κύριε 


‘The sequence κύριε, ἐλέησον ἡμᾶς ix well attested by 
NBD LZ Θ μ᾽ 548 892 1010 1203 ἰδηδεα ρα κοὶ yg syne 
cop urm geo!, whereas the sequence ἐλέησον ἡμᾶς, κύριε 
is attested by pt" CN OW XT AL Σ & most minuscules 
it sye* goo? (κύριε is omitted by 118 209 700 1675 vgs 
syr™). Despite the somewhat poorer quality of the exterual 
evidence supporting the second sequence, this reading was 
preferred by a majority of the Committee because it is the 
non-liturgical order of words and so would have been likely: 
to be altered in transeription to the more faaniliar sequenice 

















21.4 προφήτου 


Several witnesses (M42 its» cop'™ Hilary) add Ζαχαρίου 
before or after προφήτου; other witnesses (yg! "Ὁ cop'™ 
eth) prefix “Isaiah,” 


21.12 ἱερόν [Β] 


The addition of τοῦ θεοῦ appears to be ἃ natural expansion; 
made in order to emphasize the profanation of the holy place? 
The fact that the parallel passages (Mk 11.15 and Lk 19.45; 
ef. Jn 2.14) luck τοῦ θεοῦ would not be an occasion for copyists, 
if they observed the fact, to delete the words from copies of 
Matthew, but rather for inserting the words in copies of the 
other gospels. Although the Jews had little use for such αὶ 
phrase (sine for them “the temple” could mean only one 
thing), the longer expression would not be intrinsically objec- 
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tionable to anyone, and therefore its omission cannot be ac- 
counted for on that ground. It appears, therefore, that internal 
considerations joi with strong external evidence in support of 
the reading ἱερόν. 


οὐ θέλω, ὕστερον δὲ μεταμεληθεὶς ἀπῆλθεν. 
ἑτέρῳ... ἐγώ, κύριε: καὶ οὐκ ἀπῆλθεν. 
πρῶτος ἴ0] 

‘The textual transmission of the parable of the two sons is 
very much confused (see also the comments on 21.32). Is the 
recusant but subsequently obedient son mentioned first or 
second (ver, 20)? Which of the two sons did the Jews intend to 
assert had done the father's bidding (ver, 31), and whut, word 
did they use in their reply to Jesus’ question (πρῶτος or 
ἔσχατος or ὕστερος or δεύτερον)" There are three princ 
forms of text: 

(a) According to 8 Οὐ K W Δ TL ite vg sy” al, the 
first son says “No” but afterwards repents, ‘The second son 
says “Yes” but does nothing. Which one did the will of the 
father? Answer: ὁ πρῶτος. 

(Ὁ) According to D ithe gye al, the first son suys 
“No” but afterwards repents, The second son says “Yes” 
but does nothing. Which one did the will of the father? 
Answer; ἔσχατος. 

(©) According to Β Θ᾽ 700 syr™! arm geo al, the first 
son says “Yes” but does nothing. ‘The second says “No” but 
afterwards repents. Which one did the will of the father? 
Answer: ὁ ὕστερος (B), or ὁ ἔσχατος (Θ [3 700 arm), or ὁ 
δεύτερος (4 278), or ὁ πρῶτος (geo), 

Because (6) is the most difficult of the three forms of text, 
several scholars (Lachmann, Merx, Wellhausen, Hirsch) have 
‘thought that it must be preferred as readily accounting for the 
rise of the other two as improvements of it, But (Ὁ) is not only 
difficult, it is nonsensical—the son who said “Yes” but docs 
nothing obeys his father’s will! Jerome, who knew of manu- 
seripts in his day which read the nonsensical answer, suggested 


21.29-31 
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that through perversity the Jews intentionally gave an absurd 
reply in order to spoil the point of the parable. But this 
explanation requires the further supposition that the Jews not 
only recognized that the parable was directed against them- 
selves but chose to make ἃ nonsensical reply rather than merely 
remain silent, Because such explanations attribute to the Jews, 
or to Matthew, far-fetched psychological or overly-subtle 
literary motives, the Committee judged that the origin of 
reading (b) is due to copyists who either committed a tran- 
scriptional blunder or who were motivated by anti-Pharisaic 
bias (i.e., since Jesus had characterized the Pharisees as those 
that say but do not practice (ef. Mt 23.3), they must be 
represented as approving the son who said “I go,” and went not). 

‘As between forms (a) and (¢) the former is more probably 
the original, Not only are the witnesses that support (a) slightly 
better than those that read (c), but there would be a natural 
tendency to transpose the order of (a) to that of (c) because: 

(1) it could be argued that if the first son obeyed, there 
‘was no reason to summon the second; and 

(2) it, was natural to identify the disobedient son with either 
the Jews in general or with the chief priests and elders (ver. 23) 
and the obedient son with either the Gentiles or the tax collectors 
and the hatlots (ver. 31)—and in accord with either line of 
interpretation, the obedient son should come last in chronological 
sequence. It may also be remarked that the inferiority of form 
(0) is shown by the wide diversity of readings at the close of 
the parable.t 


+ For other discuasions of this perplexing paseage see Josef Schmid (who 
oneludes that form (c) is original), “Das textgeschiebtliche Problem der 
Parabel yon den zwei Sobnen,” in’ Vom Wort des Lebens, Festechrift fur 
Maz Meinertz, ed. Nikolaus Adler (=Neuteslamenttiche Abhandlungen; 
1. Brpaneungsband; Mnster/Westf., 1951), pp. 68-84, and J. Ramsey 
Michaels (who argues that forms (a) and (6) were derived [rom (2)), 
“The Parable of the Regretful Son,” Harvard Theological Review, uxt 
(1968), pp. 15-26, 

Lachiann’s suggestion (Nocum Testamentum Gracce, 11, p- ¥) that 
the words between πατρός and "Αμήν are an early interpolation has met 








‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MATTHEW 


31.883 οὐδέ 

‘The confusion which marks the transmission of 21,29-31 
seems to have affected also the text of the final clause of this 
verse. Instead of οὐδέ (which is read by BO Oz > 0138 aye 
22 33 157 543 565 700 892 1579 1582 most of the Old Latin 
vg cop’ eth) other witnesses (including 8 C L W X II 28 
118 209 the Byzantine text and cop") read od, D and syr* 
‘omit the neyative; ite* alter its position (quod non eredidistis). 
‘A omits the entire clause (from ὑμεῖς δέ to the end of the verse), 

haps by homoeoteleuton. 
Pete omission of the negative is probably accidental, for 
the resulting sense (“but you, when you saw it, at last repented 
live. changed your minds] so as to believe in him”) seems to be 
‘an extremely inappropriate conclusion of Jesus’ saying; Tike- 
wise the transfor of the negative to the final verb is no less 
infelicitous (“. «« repented Inter beewuse you did not believe 
on him”). ‘The reading οὐδέ, supported by early and widely 
diversified witnesses, scems to have been altered to ob by 
copyists who did not see the foree of the argument (“and you, 
seeing this, did not even feel remorse afterwards so as to 
believe him”), 








21.39 αὐτὸν ἐξέβαλον ἔξω τοῦ ἀμπελῶνος καὶ ἀπέκτειναν 
AB 

‘The Western text (D Θ its*44u®4" goo Inenacus Lucifer 
Juyencus) has been assimilated to the sequence in Mark, 
where the son is killed and then cast out of the vineyard 
(Mk 12.8). Matthew and Luke (20. 5), reflecting that Jesus 
had been crucified outside the city (Jn 19.17, 20; Heb 13.121.), 
reverse the order and put the casting out before the killing. 


i ? Ἧι seems wot σεις 
sith no general approval, though io Westeott's opinion “it ιν 
Tikely that Lachmann is substantially right” (“Notes on Scloct Readings, 
p. 17). Westcott and Hort mark the passage with an obelus, indicating that 
Ἐν their judgment tbe text contains α primitive error lying behind all ex 
tant witnesses 
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ὅ1.44 ΠΚαὶ.. 


‘Many modern scholars regard the verse as an early interpola 
tion (from Lk 20.18) into most manuscripts of Matthew. On 
the other hand, however, the words arc not the same, and a 
‘more appropriate place for its insertion would have been after 
ver, 42, Its omission can perhaps be aceounted for when the 
aye of the copyist passed from αὐτῆς (ver. 48) to αὐτόν, 
While considering the verse to be an accretion to the text, 
yet because of the antiquity of the reading and its importance 
jn the textual tradition, the Committee decided to retain it in 
the text, enclosed within double square brackets. 


. adrév.J] 10] 


22.10 ὁ γάμος {B} 

‘The reading ὁ νυμφών (here meaning “the wedding hall”) 
was regarded ax an Alexandrian correction introduced in the 
place of ὁ γάμος, which may have seemed to be somewhst 
inappropriate with the verb “filled.” 


22.23 Σαδδουκαῖοι, λέγοντες Β] 


‘Although the definite article after Σαδδουκαῖοι could have 
dropped out because of confusion with the termination of the 
noun, it was considered to be much more likely that copyists 
ndded the article by assimilation to the parallel passages 
(Mk 12.18; Lk 20.27). Without the article the participle means 
that the Saddueces advanced their negative opinion at the 
beginning of their conversation with Jesus; with the article 
the passage states the Sadducean creed ("‘Sadducees, who say 
that. ..”), Since this would be the only place where Matthew 
has provided an explanation of this sort concerning Jewish 
affairs, the reading without the article is to be preferred. 





22.90 ἄγγελοι [0] 


While the evidence for ἄγγελοι is limited in extent, it never~ 
theless includes the leading representatives of the Alexandrian 
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and the Western types of text. The addition of (τοῦ) θεοῦ is 8 
atural expansion, which, if present in the text originally, 
‘vould not have been likely to be omitted. 


92.32 ἔστιν [ὁ] θεός [0] 


In the interest of greater precision, the later form of the 
text inserted a second θεός (“For God is not ἃ God of dond 
people, but of living”). In order to τοβεσὶ the difficulty of 
Meelding whether ὁ was omitted by assimilation to the parallel 
fn ΜᾺ 12.27, or whether it was added under the influence of 
he four instances of ὁ θεός immediately preceding, the Com- 
mittee retained ὁ within square brackets. 


22.35 [νομικός} [0] 

Despite what seems to be an overwhelming preponderance of 
evidence supporting the word μομικό, its absence from family ἃ 
ae yell ns from widely seattered versional and patristic witnesses 
takes on additional significance when it is observed that, 
apart from this passage, Matthew nowhere else uses the word. 
Teas nat unlikely, therefore, that copyists have introduced 
the word here from the parallel passage in 1 10.25. At the 
cane time, in viow of the widesprend testimony support 
ing its presence in the toxt, the Committee was reluctant το 
ἀικῆι the word altogether, preferring to enclose it within square 
brackets. 





23.4 βαρέα [καὶ δυσβάστακτα] [0] 

Impressed by the external evidence supporting the longer 
text, a majority of the Committee explained the absence of 
καὶ δυσβάστακτα in L 892 al as perhaps due to stylistic 
Tefinement or to accidental oversight (the eye of the copyist 
passing from one καί to the other) Nevertheless, because it is 

‘bie that the words may be an interpolation from Tak 11.46, 
‘it was decided to enclose ‘them within square brackets. 
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(The words καὶ δυσβάστακτα should not stand in the text, 
for (a) if they were present originally, no good reason can 
account for their absence from such a wide variety of witnesses, 
and (6) the tendeney of eopyists to enhance the solemnity of 
Jesus’ words accounts for the prefixing of μεγάλα before 
Bapéa in 8, and for the interpolation after βαρέα of the syn~ 
onymous expression kal δυσβάστακτα from Lk 11.46. B.M.M.} 


23.7 ῥαββί 


‘The geminated form ῥαββί, ῥαββὶ (DEF GHK MSU 
V WY Γ' αἱ) is more solemn and formal, and is probably 
the result of heightening by copyists. The Committee preferred 
to follow the shorter reading, which is strongly supported by 
& BL A © Σ 0107 0138 f* it vg syr? cop™te arm eth geo! 
arab pers, 


28.9 ὑμῶν (1) [0] 


Although it has been argued that ὑμῖν, read by D Θ᾽ and 
several Latin and Syriae witnesses, represents the Semitic 
ethical dative,’ a majority of the Committee saw no reason 
to prefer it to the far better attested ὑμῶν, read by alll other 
witnesses, 





28.13 Οὐαὶ δὲ ὑμῖν... εἰσελθεῖν. [Β] 


‘That ver, 14 is an interpolation derived from the parallel 
in Mk 12.40 or Lk 20.47 is clear (a) from its absence in the 
earliest and best authorities of the Alexandrian, the Western, 
and the Caesarean types of text, and (6) from the fact that 
the witnesses which include the passage have it in different 
places, either after ver. 13 (so the Textus Receptus) or before 
ver. 13, 





2C. ©, Torrey, Our Translated Gorpels (New York, 1936), p. 
‘Matthew Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Goopels and Acts, 
(Oxford, 1967), p. 102. 


‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MATTHEW 61 


23.19 τυφλοί [ΟἹ 

Apparently the words μωροὶ καί were inserted by copyists 
from ver. 17, for no good reason ean be found to account for 
their deletion if they had been original 


23.26 τοῦ mornpiou ... τὸ ἐκτὸς αὐτοῦ [Ὁ] 
‘The weight of the external evidence appears to support the 
longer text. At the same time the presence of αὐτοῦ (instead 
of αὐτῶν) in B* f* 28 αἱ seems to be a hint that the archetype 
Jacked καὶ τῆς παροψίδος. On balance, there is a slight prob- 
ability that the words were inserted by copyists from ver. 25. 





23.38 ὑμῶν ἔρημος [0] 

On the one hand, it ean be argued that copyists added 
ἔρημος in order 10 conform the quotation to the text of Jr 22.5. 
On the other hand, however, in view of what was taken to be 
the preponderant weight of external evidence a majority of the 
Committee preferred to include ἔρημος, explaining its absence 
in some witnesses as the result of deletion by copyists who 
hought the word superfluous after ἀφίεται. 


24.6 γενέσθαι {B} 

‘The shortest reading is supported by a wide variety of early 
witnesses. It is probable that copyists expanded the saying 
by adding such natural expressions as “all thinge must take 
place,” or “these things must take place,” or “all these things 
must take place.” If any of these had been the original reading, 
there is no good reason that would account for its deletion, 





24.31 σάλπιγγος {B] 

Although ‘it is possible that copyists may have omitted 
φωνῆς ax unnecessary, it is much more probable that, in accord 
with their habits, they would have made the expression more 
explicit by adding φωνῆς or καὶ φωνῆς (being infiuenced per 
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haps by the account of the theophany in Ex 19.16). It should 
be observed thet, though the expression φωνὴ μεγάλη occurs 
many times in the New Testament, σάλπεγξ μεγάλη occurs 
only here, 


24.36 οὐδὲ ὁ vids [ΟἹ 

‘The words “neither the Son” are lacking in the majority of 
the witnesses of Matthew, including the later Byzantine text. 
On the other hand, the best representatives of the Alexandrian, 
the Western, and the Caesarean types of text contain the 
phrase, ‘The omission of the words because of the doctrinal 
difficulty they present is more probable than their addition by 
assimilation to Mk 13.32, Furthermore, the presence of μόνος 
and the east of the sentence as a whole (οὐδὲ... οὐδέ... be- 
long together ns a parenthesis, for εἰ μὴ ὁ πατὴρ μόνον goes 
with οὐδεὶς οἶδεν) suggest the originality of the phrase. 








25.1 τοῦ νυμφίου [0] 


It can be argued that the words καὶ τῆς νυμφῆς (“and the 
bride”), which are witnessed by a ruther strong combination 
of Western and Caesurean witnesses, were omitted because 
they were felt to be incompatible with the widely held view 
that Christ, the bridegroom, would come to fetch his bride, 
the church. But it is doubtful whether eopyists would have 
been so sensitive to the logic of the allegory. Furthermore, 
those who omitted the words envisaged the wedding as taking 
place in the home of the fiancée; those who added the words 
envisaged the bringing of the bride by the bridegroom to his 
home (or the home of his parents) where the wedding takes 
place, Since the latter custom was more common in the ancient 
world,! it is probable that the words are an interpolation by 


Ὁ Οἱ. Hilma Grangvist, Marriage Conditions in a Palestinian Villoge, 1 
(Helsingfors, 1995), pp. 794.; Joachim Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus 
(Now York, 1963), p. 173; and idem, in Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of 
the New Testament, 1¥, p- 1100. 
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copyists who did not notice that the mention of the bride 
would disturb the allegorical interpretation of the parable. 
Only the bridegroom is mentioned in what follows 


25.13 ὥραν 

‘The clause ἐν ἢ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἔρχεται (CFT TP ᾧ 
ΡΥ 28 157 543 700 1241 syr!™*) ἧς a pedantic addition made 
by well-meaning copyists who recollected the similar clause 
in 24.44. In reality, the warning is more energetic without it, 
and is amply perspicuous to one who has read what precedes, 
from 24.36 onward, The Committee preferred the shorter 
text, which is decisively supported by p* 8 A B C* DL W 
X Y* 4 O Π’Σ Φ 047 f 33 565 892 1219 1424* 1604 2145" 
it vg δγτλθλιφονῖαε cope arm eth, 





2515-16 ἀπεδήμησεν. εὐθέως πορευθείς [0] 

Although the external evidence supporting the reading 
adopted for the text is limited in extent, it is good in quality, 
More important, this reading, best explains the origin of the 
others, which arose when copyists sought to eliminate the 
asyndeton as well as the ambiguity of where εὐθέως belongs, 
by inserting δὲ before or after πορευθείς. 

‘The punctuation adopted for the text is in accord with the 
usage elsewhere in Matthew (where εὐθέως or εὐθύς invariably 
belongs to what follows) and with the sense of the parable 
(ther ‘no point in the master's departing immediately; there 
is much point in the servant's immediately setting to work). 


35.117 ἐκέρδησεν [Β] 
In the interest of fullness of popular narrative style, copyists 


added καὶ αὐτός either before or after ἐκέρδησεν. Its varying 
position accords with its secondary nature, 





25,41 τὸ ἡτοιμασμένον (Β] 
‘Was the expression “which my Father prepared’” softened 
by copyists to the less explicit passive participle, agreeing with 
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ἡτοιμασμένην in ver. 34; or was ὁ πατήρ μου introduced in 
order to provide a parallel to τοῦ πατρός μου of the earlier 
verse? Since either is possible, a majority of the Committee 
preferred to make its decision on the basis of the weight of the 
external evidence, which is heavily in support of the shorter 
reading 

In any case, the readings τῷ ἡτοιμασμένῳ and ὃ ἡτοίμασεν 
ὁ κύριος are secondary developments of the other two readings. 





26.14 ᾿Ισκαριώτης [Β} 


See the comments on 10.4 


26.20 μετὰ τῶν δώδεκα [0] 


As in 20.17 the reading μαθηταί after οἱ δώδεκα is doubtful 
In the present verse the weight of the external evidence seems 
to favor the shorter reading. 


26.27 ποτήριον {C} 

The tendency of eopyists would probably have been to add 
rather than to delete the definite article. 
26.28 διαθήκης [Β] 


‘The word καινῆς hus apparently come from the parallel 
passage in Luke (22.20); if it had been present. originally, 
there is no good reason why anyone would have deleted it. 





26.39 


At the close of ver. 30 several secondary witnesses (C™* 
‘fi 124 230 348 543 713 788 826 828 983) add from Lk 22.4344 
the words ὥφθη δὲ αὐτῷ ἄγγελος ἀπ᾽ (ἀπὸ τοῦ 543 820 983) 
οὐρανοῦ ἐνισχύων αὐτὸν καὶ γενόμενος ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ ἐκτενέστερον. 
προσηύχετο' ἐγένετο δὲ (om. 124) ὁ ἱδρὼς αὐτοῦ ὡσεὶ θρόμβοι. 
αἵματος καταβαίνοντες ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν. 
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26.61 οἰκοδομῆσαι {C} 


‘Although it can be argued that αὐτόν was deleted by copyists 
who felt it to be superfiuous, the Committee thought it more 
probable that they would have added the pronoun for the 
sake of greater explicitness (compare Jn 2.19). The diversity 
of position of the word is a point against its originality. 


26.63 καί [0] 


On the one hand, ἃ minority of the Committee preferred the 
longer reading, judging that eopyists had deleted ἀποκρεθείς 
as unsuited to the preceding clause (ὁ δὲ ᾿Ιησοῦς ἐσιώπα) 
On the other hand, the majority of the Committee preferred 
to adopt the shorter reading, supported by what was taken to 
be the preponderant weight of the external evidence. 


26.71 οὗτος {B) 


‘The reading καὶ οὗτος appears to have come into the text 
from the Lukan parallel (Lk 22.59), The concurrence of the 
best represontatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, and the 
early Syriac texts in support of the shorter reading constitutes 
strong gaternal support. 


27.2 Πιλάτῳ [0] 


If Ποντίῳ had been present originally there is no good 
reason why it should have been deleted. On the other hand, 
its insertion by copyists is natural at the first. passage where 
Pilate’s name occurs in the Gospels. The two names also appear 
in Lk 3.1; Ac 4.27; 1 Tm 6.13. In the post-wpostolic church the 
double name was common (ef. Ignatius, Trall. 9, Magn, 11, 
Smyr. 1, and many passages in Justin Martyr). In Josephus's 
“Antiguities, xviii, Πελᾶτος occurs frequently, with Πόντιος 
Πιλᾶτος at the first occurrence, 
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27.4 ἀθῷον {B} 


‘The Greek Old Testament has αἷμα ἀθῷον (““innocent blood”) 
fifteen times; αἷμα δίκαιον (“righteous blood”) four times; and 
αἷμα ἀναίτιον (“blameless blood”) four times. ‘Thus it could 
be argued that αἷμα δίκαιον, being a rare expression, was more 
likely to have been altered to the more common αἷμα ἀθῷον 
than contrariwise, On the other hand, however, it may be that 
δίκαιον was introduced by copyists from Mt 23.35. In any 
case, the weight of the external evidence here is strongly in 
support of ἀθῷον, 


27.5 εἰς τὸν ναόν [Ὁ} 


‘The reading ἐν τῷ ναῷ seems to imply that Judas was 
present in the Holy Place, entrance to which was forbidden 
to any except priests. The word ναός, however, was sometimes 
used more loosely of the environs of the sanctuary proper. 
‘The reading els τὸν ναόν seems to be more appropriate to the 
context, which implies strong emotion and physical exertion. 
On the other hand, however, the construction with es may be 
aan Alexandrian refinement, In the face of such conflieting con- 
siderations, the Committee judged that the least unsatisfactory 
decision was to follow the text supported by the witnesses that 
goncrally commend themselves as superior. 


27.9 ᾿Ιερεμίου 


‘The reading ‘Tepeuiov is firmly established, being supported 
by 8 A BCLX WTA Θ Π and most minuscules, most of 
the Old Latin, vg syr®***o-! cop™te goth arm eth geo. Since, 
however, the passage quoted by the evangelist is not to be 
found in Joremiah, but seems to come from Zechariah (11.13), 
it is not surprising that several witnesses (22 syr™* arm==) 
substitute Ζαχαρίου, while others (Φ 33 157 1579 [τη vee 
' cope pers Diatessaron®! mss # Aersstise) omit 
the name entirely. Curiously, two witnesses (21 it!) read 
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“saiah”—pethaps because, as the most prominent οἵ the 
prophets, his name is met with most frequently in the New 
‘Testament (see the comments on δεά in 13.38) 





27.10 ἔδωκαν {Ch 


It is difficult to decide whether the final na came into the 
text because of the following vowel, or whether it was deleted 
under the influence of μοι, On the strength of the diversity of 
external evidence a majority of the Committee preferred the 
plural form. 


27.16 [Ἰησοῦν] Βαραββᾶν [ΟἹ 
37.117 [᾿]ησοῦν τὸν] Βαραββᾶν 10] 

The reading preserved today in several witnesses of the 
Cacsarcan text was known to Origen, who declares in his 
commentary on the passage, “In many copies it is not stated 
that Barabbas was also called Jesus, and perhaps [the omission 
is] right.” (Origen discloses in whnt follows his reason for 
disapproving of the reading Jesus Barabbas; it cannot be right, 
he implies, beeause “in the whole range of the seriptures we 
know that no one who is ἃ sinner [is called) Jesus."") 

Tn a tenth century uncial manuseript (8) and in about 
twenty, minuscule manuscripts a marginal comment. states: 
“Jn many ancient copies which I have met with I found 
Barabbas himeclf likewise called ‘Jesus’; that is, the question 
of Pilate stood there us follows, Τίνα θέλετε ἀπὸ τῶν δύο 
ἀπολύσω ὑμῖν, ᾿Ιησοῦν τὸν Βαραββᾶν ἢ Ἰησοῦν τὸν λεγόμενον 
Χριστόν; for apparently the paternal name of the robber was 
‘Barabbas,’ which is interpreted ‘Son of the teacher.’” ‘This 
scholium, which is usually assigned in the manuscripts either 
to Anastasius bishop of Antioch (perhaps latter part of the 
sixth century) or to Chrysostom, is in one manuscript attributed 
to Origen. who may indeed be its ultimate source. 

In ver. 17 the word Ἰησοῦν could have been accidentally 
added or deleted by transcribers owing to the presence of 
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ὑμῖν before it (ysini®). Furthermore, the reading of B 110 
(τὸν Βαραββᾶν) appears to presuppose in an ancestor the 
presence of Ἰησοῦν. 

A majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the 
original text of Matthew had the double name in both verses 
and that ᾿Ιησοῦν was deliberately suppressed in most witnes 
for reverential considerations, In view of the relatively slender 
external support for Ἰησοῦν, however, it was deemed fitting 
to enclose the word within square brackets. 


8. ὁ δὲ ἔφη 


In order to identify more procisely the subject of ἔφη (though 
it is mentioned only two verses earlier) most copyists inserted 
ἡγεμών, cither before or after the verb. The shorter text is 
broadly supported by 8 Β Θ᾽ 33 69 174 788 syr-™! eop™ arm geo!. 








27.24 τούτου [8] 


‘The words τοῦ δικαίου (compare the variant reading in ver. 4), 
which occur at different places in a variety of manuscripts 
(but not in the best representatives of the Alexandrian, Western, 
and Caesarean texts), appear to be an accretion intended 10 
accentuate Pilute’s protestation of Jesus’ innocence. 


27.28 ἐκδύσαντες αὐτόν [8] 


‘The reading ἐνδύσαντες scoms to be a correction suguested 
by the nudity at the time of the flagellation. The sequence of 
stripping (ééieavres) and clothing again is paralleled by 
ver. 31. 


27.29 ἐνέπαιξαν (BY 


The imperfect tense may be the result of conformation to 
ἔτυπτον (ver. 30). In any case, however, the combination of ὃς 
B Ὁ L 88 892 al seemed to the Committee to be the superior 
attestation. 
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31.388 κλῆρον 


After κλῆρον the Textus Receptus adds ἵνα πληρωθῇ τὸ 
ῥηθὲν ὑπὸ τοῦ προφήτου" Διεμερίσαντο τὰ ἱμάτιά μου ἑαυτοῖς, 
καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν ἱματισμόν μου ἔβαλον κλῆρον (Ps 22.18). Although 
it could be argued that the passage fell out by reason of 
homocoteleuton, the eye of the copyist passing from κλῆρον 
to κλῆρον, the Committee was impressed by the absence of 
the passage from early witnesses of the Alexandrian and the 
Western types of text (ΝΑ BD LW ΤΠ 33 ΤΊ 157 565 700 
802° iv) vg ἐγγλρ διαιφοι eth pers?) and the likelihood 
that copyists were influenced by the parallel passage in Jn 19,24, 
with the phrase τὸ ῥηθὲν ὑπὸ (or διὰ) τοῦ προφήτου assimilated 
to Matthew's usual formula of citation. 





27.38 


After the words “one on the right” and “one on the left” 
the Old Latin codex Colbertinus (ite) supplies names for the 
two robbers who were crucified with Jesus: nomine Zoatham 
and nomine Camma respectively.’ (See also the comments nn 
Mk 15.27 and Lk 23.82.) 


27.40 | [καί] (3) [ΟἹ 


On the one hand, καί may have heen omitted due to confusion 
with the first syllable of the followitig word; on the other hand, 
it may have been inserted by those who took the conditional 
clause (el. , , θεοῦ) with what precedes. Since no clear d 
seems possible, a majority of the Committee thought it best to 
rotain the word, but to enclose it within square brackets, 





+ For other names that have been given to the two robbers, see the 
present writer's article, “Names for the Nameless in the New Testament; 
ἃ Study in the Growth of Christian Tradition,” in Kyriakon: Festschrift 
Johannes Quaston, edited by Patzick Granfield and Josef A. Junginand 
(Minster /W., 19703, pp. 805. 
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45 βασιλεύς {By 


Not understanding the irony implied by the statement, “He 
is the King of Israel," copyists, influenced by ver. 40, inserted 
i. If originally present, there would have been no good reason 
to omit the word, 


27.43 ῥυσάσθω νῦν {C} 


Although it may be argued that abréy was deleted by an 
Alexandrian editor as superfluous, the Committee thought it 
more probable that the word was inserted under the influence of 
the Septuagint text of Ps 21,9, 


27.46 Ac ἡλι λεμα σαβαχθανι 


Instead of At (or mAet), representing the Hebrew *bx (“my 
God”), the text of several witnesses, including & B 33 cop 
eth, was assimilated to the reading ew. of Mk 15.34, ropresent- 
ing the Aramaic τον (‘my God”), the w for the a sound 
being due to the influence of the Hebrew “bx. 

‘The spelling λέμα ( B 33 700 998 al) represents the Aramaic 
Rp? (“‘why?”), which is also probably to be understood as 
lying behind λίμα (A K UT’ ATT 090 al) and λειμα (Ε FG 
H MS V al), whereas λαμα (Ὁ @ 1 22 565 1582 al) represents 
the Hebrew mph (‘‘why?”). 

Asin Mk 15.34, most witnesses read σαβαχθανι or something 
similar (σαβαχθανει, 8 A A 169; σαβακτανει, Β 22 713 1402), 
which represents the Aramaic ~pp3¢ (“‘thou hast. forsaken 
me”). Codex Bezae, however (as also in the Markan parallel), 
reads ζαφθανει, representing the Hebrew “Bary (“thou hast 
forsaken me”; for the spelling, see the comment on Mk 15.34), 
and thus this manuscript in both Matthew and Mark is con- 
sistent in giving a transliteration representing a Hebrew original 
throughout, instead of part Hebrew (the first words) and 
part Aramaic (the last word). (See also the comments on 
Mk 15.34.) 
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27.49 αὐτόν [ΒῚ 

Although attested by 8 B C L al the words ἄλλος δὲ λαβὼν 
λόγχην ἕνυξεν αὐτοῦ τὴν πλευράν, καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ὕδωρ καὶ αἷμα. 
must be regarded as an early intrusion derived from ἃ similar 
account in Jn 19.34. It might be thought that the words were 
omitted because they represent the piercing as preceding Jesus’ 
death, whereas John makes it follow; but that difference would 
have only been a reason for moving the passage to ἃ Inter 
position (perhaps at the close of ver. 50 or 54 or 56), or else 
there would have been some tampering with the passage in 
John, which is not the caso. It is probable that the Johannine 
passage was written by some reader in the margin of Matthew 
from memory (there are several minor differences, such as the 
sequence of “water and blood”), and a later copyist awkwardly 
introduced it into the text. 


27.64 κλέψωσιν αὐτόν {A} 

Several secondary witnesses read νυκτός (‘by night,’ AV) 
before or after κλέψωσιν αὐτόν, Its absence from the earliest 
and best manuseripts shows thut the word is a seribal intrusion, 
derived from 28.13, 





28.6 ξκειτο (BY 

Providing α subject for ἔκειτο was a quite natural addition for 
copyists to make; if present originally, there is no reason why it 
should have been deleted. In Matthew the word κύριος is 
never applied to Jesus exept in his reported sayings. 


28.7 ἀπὸ τῶν νεκρῶν [ΟἹ 

While recognizing the difficulty of accounting for the absence 
of the words ἀπὸ τῶν νεκρῶν from manuscripts of the Western 
text, as well as from several other early witnesses, a majority 
of the Committee judged that the preponderance of external 
evidenes favors their inclusion. Their omission may have 
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been due to an oversight in transcription, perhaps prompted 
by the circumstance that in the proceding sentence (ver. 6) 
ἠγέρθη stands without such an addition. 





28.9 καὶ ἰδού [Β] 


Although it is possible that the words ὡς δὲ ἐπορεύοντο 
ἀπαγγεῖλαι τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ καὶ ἰδού fell out of the text 
due to homoeotcleuton, their absence from the earliest and best 
representatives of all three early types of text (the Alexandrian, 
the Western, and the Caesarean) led the Committee to regard 
them as a natural expansion derived from the sense of the 
preceding verse, 


28.17 προσεκύνησαν [0] 


Both the superiority of the external evidence supporting the 
shorter reading and the diversity of the form (dative, accusative, 
or even genitive ease) of the pronoun favor the reading adopted 
for the text. 


38.30 αἰῶνος [Β] 


After αἰῶνος most manuscripts, followed by the Textus 
Receptus, terminate the Gospel with ἀμήν, reflecting the 
liturgical usuge of the text. If the word had been present 
originally, no good reason ean be found to account for its absence 
irom the better representatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, 
and the Caesarean text-types 5 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MARK 


1.1 Χριστοῦ [υἱοῦ θεοῦ] {C} 
The absence of υἱοῦ θεοῦ in N* @ 28 al may be due τὸ an 
oversight in copying, occasioned by the similarity of the end- 
ings of the nomina sacra. On the other hand, however, there 
was always a temptation (to which copyists often succumbed)! 
to expand titles and quasi-titles of books. Since the combinati 
of Β Ὁ W al in support of υἱοῦ θεοῦ is extremely strong, it was 
not thought advisable to omit the words altogether, yet. because 
of the antiquity of the shorter reading and the possibility of 
seribal expansion, it was decided to enclose the words within 
square brackets. 


1.2. ἐν τῷ ᾿Ησαΐᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ {A} 

‘The quotation in verses 2 and 8 is composite, the first part 
being from Mal 3.1 and the second part from Is 40.3. ΤΊ is easy 
to sce, therefore, why copyists would have altered the words 
“in Isaiah the prophet” (a ronding found in the earliest. repre- 
sentative witnesses of the Alexandrian, the Western, and the 
Caesarean types of text) to the more comprehensive introdue- 
tory formula “in the prophets.” 


14 [6] βαπτίζων ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ καί [ΟἹ 

In view of the predominant usage in the Synoptic Gospels 
of referring to John as “the Baptist" (ὁ βαπτιστής occurs in 
Mk 6.25 andl 8.28, as well as seven times in Matthew and 
three times in Luke), it is easier to account for the addition 
than for the deletion of the definite article before βαπτίζων. 
‘The omission of καί in a few Alexandrian witnesses is the result, 
of taking ὁ βαπτίζων as a title, 


+ See, for example, the expansions introduced into the title of the book 


of Revelation. 
τῷ 

















74 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


18 ὕδατι {B) 


ie peotiaay of scribes would have been to add ἐν before 
ὕδατι (compare the parallels in Mt 3.11 In 
Basie and Jn 1.26, which 


1.8. ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ [Α] 


‘The overwhelming weight i 
verwhelming weight of Greek manuscript evidence 
(the testimony of versions counts for little on a point such as 
this) reat the reading with ἐν. ‘The addition of καὶ πυρί, 
in several witnesses reflects the influence of the Is 
Μι 3.11 and Lk 3.16. dabiniliepiided 


1.11 ἐγένετο ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν [0] 


The omission of the verb ap i i 

4 ison pears to be either accidental οἱ 
in patil imitation of Matthew's καὶ ἰδοὺ φωνὴ ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν 
λέγουσα (Mt 3.17). The reading with ἠκούσθη (Θ 28 565 al) 





1.14. εὐαγγέλιον [A] 


‘The insertion οἵ τῆς βασιλείας wi 

ne ins ; as obviously made by 
γε » re to bring the unusual Markan phrase into 
conformity with the much more frequently used 0 
the kingdom of God” (cf. ver. 15). ᾿ “at 


1.21 εἰσελθὼν εἰς τὴν συναγωγὴν ἐδίδασκεν [ΟἹ 


It is difficult to decide whether the word εἰσελθών was 
accidentally omitted in copying because of the following εἰς 
(with the consequent transposition of ἐδίδασκεν before εἰς 
τὴν συναγωγήν), or whether the word was inserted in order 
to ameliorate what was felt to be an awkward construction in 
Greek (εἰς τὴν συναγωγὴν ἐδίδασκεν). In view of the balance 
of transcriptional probabilities, » majority of the Committee 
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preferred to adopt the reading supported by the predominant 
‘weight of external evidence (A B Ὁ W ® J" (38) 700 ai) 


127 τί ἐστιν τοῦτο; διδαχὴ καινὴ κατ᾽ ἐξουσίαν" καί 
[0 
"Among the welter of variant readings, that preserved in δὶ 
Β 1. 33 seems to account best for the rise ‘of the others. Its 
abruptness invited modifications, and more than one ¢opyist 


‘accommodated the phraseology in one way or another to the 
parallel in Lk 4.36. ‘The text can also be punctuated διδαχὴ 


καινή" κατ᾽ ἐξουσίαν καὶ .. ., but in view of ver. 22 it seems 
preferable to take κατ᾽ ἐξουσίαν with διδαχὴ καινή. 


1.29 ἐκ τῆς συναγωγῆς ἐξελθόντες ἦλθον 10] 

Although the singular number of the participle and verb is 
supported by strong external evidence (including BD @ 
P Sal), and although the ronding “they eame... with James 
‘uid John” appeared strange to some members of the Com- 
‘mittee, « majority was inclined to favor the plural because 
Copvists would tend to change the plural to the singulur in 
Grider (a) to focus attention on Jesus, (b) 10 conform the read= 
{ng to the parallels in Mt 8.14 and Lk 4.38, and (0) to provide 
‘a nearer antecedent for αὐτῷ of ver. 30 








1.34. αὐτόν A} 

It is clear that Mark terminated the sentenée with αὐτόν, 
and that copyists made various additions, derived probably 
from the parallel in Lk 4.41 (ὅτι ἤδεισαν τὸν Χριστὸν αὐτὸν 
divas), If any one of the longer readings had been original in 
Mark, there is no reason why it should bave been altered or 
eliminated entirely. 


1.39 ἦλθεν [ΟἹ 
Although the periphrastic imperfect is typically Markan, a 
‘majority of the Committee decided that in the present passage 
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ἦλθεν is needed to carry on the idea of ἐξῆλθον in the previous 
sentence, and that ἦν was introduced by copyists from the 
parallel in Lk 4,44. 


1.89. εἰς ras συναγωγὰς αὐτῶν [8] 


After ἦν had been substituted for ἦλθεν in the preceding 
unit of variation, it was natural to standardize the grammar 
by changing εἰς to ἐν. 


1.40 [καὶ γονυπετῶν] [Ὁ] 


On the one hand, the combination of BD W al in support 
of the shorter text is extremely strong. On the other hand, if 
καὶ γονυπετῶν αὐτόν were the original reading, homovotcleuton 
could account for its accidental omission, On the whole, since 
in the parallel passages Matthew's use of προσεκύνει (Mt 8.1) 
and, still more, Luke's πεσὼν ἐπὶ πρόσωπον (Lk 5.12) scem 
to support the originality of the idea of kneeling in Mark’s 
‘secount, the Committee decided to retain καὶ γονυπετῶν 
with & L Θ᾽ 565 αἱ but to enclose the expression within square 
brackets. 


1.41 σπλαγχνισθείς [Ὁ] 


It is difficult to come to a firm decision concerning the 
original text. On the one hand, it is easy to see why ὀργισθείς 
(“being angry”) would have prompted over-serupulous copyists 
to alter it to σπλαγχνισθεὶς (“being filled with compassion”), 
but not easy to account for the opposite change. On the other 
hand, a majority of the Committee was impressed by the 
following considerations. (1) The character of the external 
evidence in support of ὀργισθείς is less impressive than the di- 
versity and character of evidence that supports σπλαγχνισθεὶς. 
(2) At least two other passages in Mark, which represent Jesus 
as angry (3.5) or indignant (10.14), have not prompted over- 
serupulous eopyists to make corrections. (3) It is possible 
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that the reading ὀργισθείς cither (a) was suggested by ἐμβρι- 
μησάμενος of ver, 43, or (Ὁ) arose from confusion between 
similar words in Aramaic (compare Syriac ethraham, “he had 
pity,” with ethra'em, “he was enraged”)* 


31 ἐν οἴκῳ τὰ 
ἐς οἶκον (A 
Althox st of the Committee preferred εἰς οἶκοι 
ran Py βι' 22 28 157 330 543 565 579 al) as less literary 
and in the Markan style, a majority was impressed by the 
widespread and diversified attestation supporting ἐν οἴκῳ 
(8 BD LW @ 5 33 571 892 1071 al). 


24 προσενέγκαι [Cj 

“The absence of a direct object (αὐτόν) may have led to the 
substitution of προσεγγίσαι (“10 come near”) or προσελθεῖν 
(“to come to”) for προσενέγκαι (“to bring to”), 


2.4 διὰ τὸν ὄχλον 

ite wit cris ‘Armenian: 

Here Ὁ and W unite with two manuscripts of the Armer 

version to read ἀπὸ τοῦ ὄχλου. One member of the Committee 
considered this reading to be much more in accord with Markan 
style than διὰ τὸν ὄχλον (which is also the reuding of the 
paralle} in Lk 5.19), and suggested that it may reflect, primi- 
tive Aramaic 78. 





3.6 ἀφίενται [Β] i 
ipts, the perfect, 
Although strongly supported in the manuseripts, 
tense (ἀφέωνται) appears to be secondary, having been ine 
troduced by copyists from Luke's account (Lk 5.20). Mark's 
use of the present tense (ἀφίενται) was followed by Matthew 
(att 92). 
a i Diatessaron shows 
Aten Epa in is Commentary on Tatin's Diatessaron shows 
knowlege of the reading ὀργισθείς, all Syriac verions (eye ls Cu 
tonian haat) combine in support of σαλαγχνισθεῖς. 
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3.9. ἀφίενται [BY 


See the comments on ver 





3.10. ἀφιέναι ἁμαρτίας ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς [8] 
‘The text of B © represents the primitive, Aramaic order of 


words, which was rearranged, perhaps for subtle exegetical 
reasons, by copyists who produced the other readings. 


3.14. Aeviv {A} 


‘The reading ᾿Ιάκωβον in the Western and the Caesarean 
texts shows the influence of 3.18, where Ἰάκωβον τὸν τοῦ 
᾿Αλφαίου is inclusled among the twelve, 


218-16 αὐτῷ. (16) καὶ of γραμματεῖς τῶν Φαρισαίων 
ἰδόντες [0] 

‘The more unusual expression οἱ γραμματεῖς τῶν i 
tte ater sina tandaacy of teria ould tava 
been to insert καί after of Ὑραμματεῖς under the influence 
of the common expression “the seribes and the Pharisees.” 
Since in the Gospels the verb ἀκολουθοῦν is used of Jesus’ dis 
ciples, never of thowe who were hostile to him, a full stop should 
follow αὐτῷ. Unmindful of this usage, eopyists transferred. the 
stop to follow πολλοί and inserted καί before ἐδόντες. 





216 ἐσθίει {BY 


‘The addition of καὶ πένει is a natural aceretion inserted 
by copyists, perhaps under the influence of the parallel passage 
in Lk 5.30. The shorter reading, which is strongly supported 
by B DW al, was followed by Matthew, who added 6 διδάσκαλος 
ὑμῶν (Mt 9.11), an expression which, in turn, was: adopted in 
Mk 2.16 by the seribes of (1, Δ βΡ al. 
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2.92 ἀπόλλυται καὶ of ἀσκοί [0] 

‘The reading which best explains the origin of the others is 
that preserved in B 892 cop™, Since the pendant καὶ οἱ daxol 
seems to require a verb, most witnesses moved ἀπόλλυται 
(making it plural) after of ἀσκοί. Furthermore, under the 
influence of the parallels in Mt 9.17 and Lk 5.37, copyists 
introduced the verb ἐκχεῖται as more appropriate than ἀπόλ-. 
Auras to describe what happens to wine. 


2.22 ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς 10} 


Not observing that εἰς. , doxoi is parentheti 
fore that the force of βάλλει carries over to the words after 
ἀλλά, copyists inserted βλητέον (from Lk 5.38) or βάλλουσιν 
(irom Mt 9.17). ‘The omission of the words ἀλλὰ... καινοὺς 
in D and it*”4744 may have been either deliberate (when 
the copyist, not observing their regimen with βάλλει, coud 
make no sense of them), or, more probably, wecidental (ocea~ 
nned by the repetition of the words οἶνος and ἀσκός in olose 
succession). 


2.26 ἐπὶ ᾿Αβιαθὰρ ἀρχιερέως {Aj 

‘According to 1 Sm 21 it was Ahimelech, not Abiathar, who 
was high priest when David ate the bread of the Presence. 
In orfler to avoid the historical difficulty, D W αἱ omit ἐπὶ 
᾿Αϑιαθὰρ ἀρχιερέως, thereby conforming the text to Mt 12.4 
and Lk 6.4. Other witnesses, reluctant to go so far as to delete 
the phrase, inserted τοῦ before ἀρχιερέως (or ἱερέωφ) in order 
to permit the interpretation that the event happened in the 
time of (but not necessarily during the high-priesthood of} 
Abiathar (who was afterward) the high priest 








3.78 [ἠκολούθησεν) καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς ᾿Ιουδαίας καὶ ἀπὸ 
“Ἱεροσολύμων 10} 

This nest of variant readings probab rose from the prolix 

style of Mark’s summary statement. The Committee regarded 























80 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 





the reading of B 1, 565 as the least unsatisfactory text, and 
the one that accounts best for the origin of most of the other 
readings. Thus, the change from the singular number to the 
plural ἠκολούθησαν, the addition of αὐτῷ after such a verb, 
and the modification of word order are not surprising. The 
absence of the verb from Western and Caesarean witnesses 
(ὃ W f* 28 Old Latin al) may be due either to an accident of 
transcription, or, more probably, to deliberate editorial revision, 
In view, however, of a residuum of uncertainty involving 
ἠκολούθησεν, it was thought best to enclose the word within 
square brackets, 





8.8 καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς ᾿Ιδουμαίας [8] 


‘The omission of the phrase kai. . . Ιδουμαίας from N* W 
ΘΛ aye" al seems to be accidental, perhaps due to similarity 
with the entlier phrase καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς Ιουδαίας (ver, 7) 


3.8 πλῆθος πολύ [8] 

The absence of πλῆθος πολύ in αὶ few witnesses (W it 
ΑΚ" cop) is probably to be accounted for as a stylistic im- 
Provement of Markan redundaney (ef, πολὺ πλῆθος in ver. 7) 








8.14. δώδεκα, [οὖς καὶ ἀποστόλους ὠνόμασεν,] ἵνα ὦσιν 
μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ [0] 

Although the words obs... . ὠνόμασεν may be regarded as 
an interpolation from Luke (6.13), the Committee was of the 
opinion that the external evidence is too strong in their favor 
to warrant their ejection from the text. In order to reflect the 
balance of Probabilities, the words were retained but. enclosed 
within square brackets, 


38.16 [καὶ ἐποίησεν τοὺς δώδεκα, } καί iC} 


On the one hand, it can be argued that the words «ai .. . 
δώδεκα have come into the text as the result of seribal oversight 
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τ with οἱ words of ver, 14); on the other 
eee ‘tis to bs vodled τι Grito Pig Weta 
thread of ver. 14 after the parenthesis va. . . δαιμόνια. In 
order to reflect the balance of both external evidence and in- 
ternal considerations, the Committee decided to retain the 
words within square brackets. ἡ 

‘The reading of W, καὶ περιάγοντας κηρύσσειν τὸ εὐαγγέλιον, 
is suspect, for this manuscript also inserts τὸ εὐαγγέλιον after 
κηρύσσειν in ver. 14, The reading of 7 cop", πρῶτον Σίμωνα 
καί (“Firat is Simon, and he gave a surname to Simon, Peter”), 
though attractive, appears to be an assimilation to Mt 10.2, 
introduced in order to smooth an awkward construction. 


3.18 καὶ Θαδδαῖον {A} 


‘The substitution of Λεββαῖον for Θαδδαῖον occurs in Western 
witnesses also at Mt 10.3, where many witnesses confiate both 
readings (see the comments on Mt. 10.3). The omission of 
Θαδδαῖον from W must be accidental, for only eleven persons 
are mentioned; it, which also omits Thaddacus, adds Judas 
after Bartholomew. 


8.12 ᾿Ισκαριώθ [Β] 


See the comments on Mt 10.4. 





3.30. ἔρχεται [0] 
‘The singular number, read by early witnesses of the Alex- 


ἧι y I was altered in most 
\drian and the Western typos of text, was 
scttnacber ABS plural, which is the easier reading following 


upon verses 17-19. 
3.21 ἀκούσαντες of παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ [A] 
‘The original reading οἱ παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ (‘his friends” or “his 


4 y barrassing that, 
relatives”) apparently proved to be so e1nl 
D W al altered it to read, “When the scribes and the others had 
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heard about him, they went out to seize him, for they said. 
"He is beside himself.’ 


3.29 ἐστιν [Β] 


In view of the preceding clause, it is more probable that 
the text developed from the present tense to the future tense 
than view versa. 


3.29 ἁμαρτήματος [Β] 

Both κρίσεως (“judgment”) and κολάσεων (“torment”) were 
introduced by copyists in order to relieve the difficulty of the 
‘unusual expression in the text, and ἁμαρτίας was substituted 
by others as being more familiar than ἁμαρτήματος (which 
occurs in the four Gospels only here and in ver. 28; elsewhere 
in the New Testament it occurs three times). 


3.82 σον [καὶ αἱ ἀδελφαί σου] [0] 


A majority of the Committee considered it probable that 
the words καὶ αἱ ἀδελφαί gov were omitted from most wits 
nesses either (a) accidentally through an oversight in tran- 
seription (the eye of the scribe passing from σου to σου), or 
(Ὁ) deliberately because neither in ver. 31 nor ver. 34 (nor 
in the parallel passages) are the sisters mentioned. Had the 
words been interpolated, the addition would probably have 
been made already in ver. 31. Nevertheless, in view of the 
weight of attestation for the shorter text, it was thought best 
to enclose the disputed words within square brackets. 


[The shorter text preserved in the Alexandrian and Caesarean 
text-types should be adopted: the longer reading, perhaps of 
Western origin, crept into the text through mechanical expan- 
sion. From a historical point of view, it is extremely unlikely 
that Jesus’ sisters would have joined in publicly seeking to 
cheek him in his ministry. B.M.M.] 
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4.8. καὶ αὐξανόμενα (Cj 

‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
αὐξανόμενα (δ B 1071 al), which is nominative neuter plural 
agreeing with the subject ἄλλα (“Other [seeds] fell into the 
good ground, and while growing up and increasing they yielded 
fruit; and brought forth ..”}, Under the influence of dveBai- 
vovra, which can be (wrongly) construed with καρπόν, there 
was a strong tendency to alter αὐξανόμενα to αὐξανόμενον or 
αὐξάνοντα. Another factor that contributed to altering the 
participle was the assimilation of ἄλλα to ἄλλο in verses 
and 7 (the singular number is read by 8A Ὁ ALE ᾧ fp? 
22 157 548 565 700 1071 al). 


48. ἕν... ἕν... ἕν [0] 

‘The reading that predominates in the manuscripts is €, 
whether accented é or ἕν. In favor of the latter is the prob- 
ability that underlying the variants was the Aramaic sign of 
multiplication (‘‘-times” or fold”), Ἴπ, which also is the 
numeral “one.” 





4.16 εἰσιν [Bj 

[All three readings have respectable support in the manu- 
scripts, and none has αι synoptic parallel. If ὁμοίως were present 
originally, it is difficult to understand why anyone should wish 
to shift its position or delete it entirely. On the other hand, 
there is no question that ὁμοίως makes the text smoother. 
Apparently, therefore, the word was introduced, at different 
places, by literary-minded copyists. 





4.20 ἕν... ἐν. . ἕν [8] 
See the comments on ver. 8. 
4.24 καὶ προστεθήσεται ὑμῖν {A} 


The omission of καὶ προστεθήσεται ὑμῖν seems τὸ have been 
aceidental, owing to homocoteleuton, The words τοῖς ἀκούουσιν 
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appear to be a gloss inserted to explain the connection of the 
saying with βλέπετε τί ἀκούετε. One Latin manuseript and the 
Gothie version read “shall be added to you who believe.” 


4.40 δειλοί ἐστε; οὔπω {A} 


‘The reading adopted as the text has by far the best external 
support, The reading... πῶς οὐκ (A CK ΠΙ 33 al) seems to 
have arisen from # desire to soften somewhat Jesus’ reproach 
spoken to the disciples. 





5.1 Γερασηνῶν ἴ0} 


Of the several variant readings, a majority of the Committee 
preferred PepagmGr on the basis of (a) superior external 
evidence (early representatives of both the Alexandrian snd 
Western types of text), and (6) the probubility that Pa- 
δαρηνῶν is a soribal assimilation to the prevailing text of 
Matthew (8.28), and that P'epyeonvay is a correction, perhaps 
originally proposed by Origen (see the comments on Mt 8.28), 
‘The reading of W (Γεργυστήνων) refleets a seribal idiosyncrasy 





5.21 τοῦ "Inood [ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ] [Ὁ] 


Although ἃ minority of the Committee regarded the phrase 
ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ as an early seribal insertion, added before τοῦ 
᾿Ιησοῦ in W and after τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ in a great number of wit- 
nesses (including & A (B) C L A f* 33 1079 1241 al), the 
majority preferred the reading witnessed by the Alexandrian 
and other text-types, and explained the absence of the phrase 
88 either accidental or by assimilation to the parallel in Luke 
(8.40). The change of position of the phrase in W is due to 
the desire to achieve a better sequence. In view, however, of 
the conflict of transcriptional probabilities, it was thought 
best to enclose the words 
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5.21 πάλιν εἰς τὸ πέραν [Ὁ] 

The parallel in Luke (ἐν δὲ τῷ ὑποστρέφειν τὸν Ἰησοῦν 
ἀπεδέξατο αὐτὸν ὁ ὄχλος, Lk 8.40) presupposes the Markun 
reading πάλιν εἰς τὸ πέραν. The reading of &* D 505 700 αἵ, 
which places πάλιν next to συνήχθη ὄχλος πολὺς (“again a 
great crowd gathered”), looks back to 4.1, Both the omission 
of πάλιν by Θ al and the omission of εἰς τὸ πέραν by p*" al 
seem to be the result of palacographical confusion, 








5.38. ὀνόματι ᾿Ἰάϊρος 


Tt has sometimes been argued (e.g. by Vincent ‘Taylor, 
The Gospel According to St. Mark, p. 287) that the words 
ὀνόματι 'Téipos aro an carly interpolation, because (1) they 
fare absent from several Western witnesses (D_itts!); 
(2) the parallel account in Matthew does not identity Juirus 
by mame; (3) the only other person mentioned by Mark 
outside the Passion Narrative, apart from the disciples, 
Bartimacus (10,46), and the name Jairus is not mentioned 
5.35 ff; und (4) the use of ὀνόματι is Lukan rather than 
Markan; elsewhere Mark uses ὄνομα with the dative (3.16 .; 
5.9). 

When these arguments are analyzed, their weight is greatly 
diminishéd. Considered in reverse order: 


(a) The three instances of ὄνομα with the dative are scarcely 
sufficient to establish Mark's preferred usage, especially since 
two of the instances report the conferring of a name upon a 
person, when the dative is to be expected (ἐπιτιθέναι, 3.16 f.). 
‘That Luke generally prefers ὀνόματι is true but irrelevant, for 
the Lukan parallel (8.41) to the passage under consideration 
reads ἀνὴρ ᾧ ὄνομα Ἰάϊρος (which accounts for the Markan 
variant ᾧ ὄνομα ᾿Ιἀΐρος in W © 565 700). 

(@) Whether it is fair to exclude from one’s consideration 
the many names in Mark's Passion Narrative is open to ques- 
tion. In any ease, however, Taylor has unaccountably over- 
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looked the presence, in addition to Bartimaeus, of Mark’s 
references by name to John the Baptist (1.4, 6, 9, 14; 6.14, 
16-18, 24 [). The absence of the name Jairus in 5.35 Mf. surely 
cannot prove that it is an interpolation in 5.22. (Jairus oceurs 
only once in the Lukan narrative (8.41); is it also an interpols- 
tion there?) 

(©) The absence of the name in Matthew’s account would 
be explained if, as has been sometimes argued on the basis of 
other instances, Matthew utilized copy of a Western text of 
Murk.' In any ease, however, it must be observed that Matthew 
has very much condensed Mark’s whole account, and omits 
much more than merely the name of Jairus 

(@) The external evidence supporting the presence of ὀνόματι 
᾿Ιἀῖρος is far more impressive (including p* & A BC LN 
A TLD Φ almost all minuscules it'8 yg syr%sr%est cope: teil 
arm geo) than the testimony supporting the absence of these 
words (D its. Put another way, from a text-critieal 
point of view it is more probable that the name Jains was 
ecidentally dropped during the transmission of part of the 
Western text (represented by one Greck manuseript and 
several Old Latin witnesses) than that it was added, at the 
same point in the nareative, in all the other textual groups 
including the Alexandrian, the rest of the Western, the Rastern, 
and the Caesarean (for, as the reading preserved in W @ 565 
700 suggests, the original wording of Mark's reference to Jairus 
in the ancestor of the Caesarean witnesses was assimilated to 
the Lukan parallel). See also the Note on Western non- 
interpolations, following Lk 24 














5.27 περί [0] 





‘The reading with τά (i.e. ἀκούσασα τὰ περὶ τοῦ Ἴησοῦ) 
appears to be an Alexandrian refinement. 


Soo 'T, F. Glasson, “Did Matthew and Luke use a ‘Western’ Text of 
Mark?” Expository Times, 55 (1943-44), pp. 180-184; and 77 (1965-66), 
pp. 20-128, 
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5.36 παρακούσας {B} 

‘The ambiguity of παρακούσας (“ignoring” or “overhearing”) 
led to its replacement in 5 A Ὁ Ὁ K ΘΠ al by the Lukan 
parallel ἀκούσας (Lk 8.50). 


8.41 Ταλιθα κουμ 


‘The reading Ταβιθα (without κουμ) in W 28 245 849 and 
several Old Latin and Vulgate manuscripts is due to scribal 
confusion with the proper name in Ac 9.40. The curious reading 
of codex Bezae ῥαββει θαβιτα κουμι seems to be a corruption of 
paBia, the transliteration of &mr37, an Aramaic dialectal 
form meaning girl.” The variation between κοὺμ (Ν ΒΟ 1, 
ΜΝ ΣΡ 33 892) and κουμι (A Ὁ A @ IT Φ f# 22 28 124 543 
565 579 700 1071 most minusoules its" vg syré™™*" arm eth) 
reflects the difference in gender of the forms of-the Aramaic 
imperative singular (ΟΥ̓ is masculine, sometimes used with- 
‘out reference to sex; ἽΝ is feminine). According to Dalman 
both forms eame to be pronounced alike,* the final ¢ of the 
feminine imperative falling away after the stressed penult.* 
‘The expansion in it* tabea acultha cumhi has not been satis- 
factorily explained. 








5.45 ἐξέστησαν [εὐθύς} [0] 

It is execedingly difficult to decide whether εὐθύς was ine 
serted by copyists in imitation of εὐθύς in the previous sentence, 
or whether it was deleted as inappropriate and otiose. The 
‘Committee finally made its decision on the basis of the general 





M.A. Lagrange, however, disagrees with this commonly accepted 
view (Bangile selon saint Mare, od lor). 

7G. A. Dalman, Grammatik des jtldisch-palastiniachen Aramaisch, 
ζω Aufl. (Leipzig, 1905), p. 268, n. 1. - - 

“TF. H. Chase thought that acultha “is a τοῦς of the ϑγτίδο word 
eewlaarss (macultha=food)” (The Syro-Latin Text of the Gospels 
(London, 1895], pp. 110 0. 
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excellence of the Alexandrian text, but considered it necessary 
to use square brackets in order to indicate the uncertainty of 
the reading. The reading with πάντες reflects codex Bezuc’s 
fondness for that word,® and the reading with οἱ γονεῖς αὐτῆς 
comes from the Lukan parallel (Lk 8.56) 


8.3 πολλοὶ ἀκούοντες {A} 


‘The support for the anarthrous use of πολλοί is overw helming 
(all Greek witnesses except B L f* 28 $92). The aorist tense 
of the participle has the appearance of being a pedantic τὸς 
finement by copyists of the more vivid and typically Markun 
‘usage of tense expressing continuing action. 





6.2 καὶ al Buvdpers .. . γινόμεναι [0] 


A majority of the Committee preferred the grammatically 
difficult reading of the Alexandrian text (* B 33 892 al) as 
best accounting for the origin of the other readings; thus, 
some witnesses added αἱ after τοιαῦται (N° LA), while many 
others eliminated the article before δυνάμεις and changed 
the participle into a finite verb, either γίνονται or γίνωνται 
(introduced by ἵνα). The latest reading, which was incor 
ἜΣ into the Textus Receptus, prefixes ὅτε to the indicative 
clause. 











8.8 τέκτων, ὁ vids [ΑἹ 


All uncials, many minuscules, and important early versions 
read, ‘‘Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary ...2”” Objeo- 
tion was very early felt to this description of Jesus as carpenter,’ 








λ Codex Rezae uses πᾶς in forty: passages where the Westeott-Hort 
text is without it 

‘For example, Celsus, the second-century antagonist of Christianity, 
uceringly remarked that the founder of the new religion was nothing but 
“a carpenter by trade’—a jibe that Origen sought to rebut by declaring, 
“Tn pone of the Gospels current in tbe ehurches is Jesus himeelf ever 
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and several witnesses (including p) assimilate the text to 
Mt 13.55 and read, “Is not this the son of the carpenter, the 
son of Mary .. 7" The Palestinian Syriac achieves the same 
result by omitting ὁ τέκτων. 


6.14 καὶ ἔλεγον {B} 
‘Tho plural ἔλεγον, read by B W its't and supported 
by the intention of Der (ἐλέγοσαν), seems to be the original 
reading. Copyists altered it to ἔλεγεν in ugreement with ἤκουσεν, 
not observing that after the words καὶ ἤκουσεν ὁ βασιλεὺς 
Ἡρῴδης the sentence is suspended, in order to introduce 
parenthetically three specimens of the opinions held about 
Jesus (καὶ ἔλεγον... ἄλλοι δὲ BDeyor . . . ἄλλοι δὲ ἔλεγον), 
‘and is taken up again at ver. 16, ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ Ἡρῴδης. ... 








6.20 ἠπόρει, καί [0] 
On the one hand, the reading ἐποίει, which has been thought 
to reflect a Semitic original, is supported by a broad spectrum 
οἵ Greek and versional witnesses. On the other hand, the reading. 
ἠπόρει, though sometimes suspected of huving arisen by seribal 
assimilation to the Lukan statement concerning Herod’s being 
“much perplexed” (διηπόρει, Lk 9.7) on another occasion, 
was preferred by a majority of the Committee on the grounds 
of (a) strong external support (& BL (W) @ cop"); (0) the 
usage, in this case, of πολλά as an adverb, in keeping with 
Markan style; and. (6) the intrinsic superiority of meaning in 
contrast to the banality of the clause when ἐποίει is reud. 


6.22 θυγατρὸς αὐτοῦ Ηρῳδιάδος [Ὁ] 

It is very difficult to decide which reading is the least un- 
satisfactory, According to the reading with αὐτοῦ the girl is 
Gecribed as καἰ eatpeoter” (Contra Colsum, v134 and 36). Bither Origen 
{2d not recall Mk 63, or the text of this verse in copies known to bim 
hd already been assimilated Lo the Matthean parallel 

ἼΟΡ ©. C. Torrey, Our Translated Gospels (New York, 1986), >, 156) 
Blase DebrunnerFank, δ 414 (5). 
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herself named Herodias and is described as Herod’s daughter. 
But in ver. 24 she is Herodias’s daughter, who, according to 
other sources, was named Salome, a grand-niece of Herod. 
‘The reading with αὐτῆς τῆς must mean something like “the 
daughter of Herodias herself,” unless αὐτῆς be taken as the 
redundant pronoun anticipating a noun (un Aramaism). The 
reading with τῆς, read by f* and (presumably) Greek witnesses 
lying behind several early versions, is the casiest and seems to 
have arisen from an accidental omission of αὐτῆς. 

A majority of the Committee decided, somewhat reluctantly, 
that the reading with αὐτοῦ, despite the historical and con- 
textual difficulties, must be adopted on the strength of its 
external attestation, 


9.28. αὐτῇ [πολλά] [0] 


Since the use of πολλά in an adverbial sense (= “much, 
vehemently”) is a characteristic of Markan style (1.45; 3.12; 
5.10, 28, 38, 43; 0.20; 9.26; 15.3), it may be suspected that 
the word, occurring here originally, was dropped accidentally 
in the course of transcription. On the other hand, however, 
the general excellence of the witnesses that lack the word 
(WA ΒῚ, ΔῊ Ρ 79 al) makes it advisable to enclose the word 
within square brackets. 


6.23 ὅτι (D} 


It is likely that 8 was insorted by copyists who, coming 
upon the letters ort, took them as ὅτε (rather than 8 71) and 
thus felt need of a relative pronoun to introduce the subsequent 
clause. The other readings represent scribal idiosyncrasies, 


8.38 ἐκεῖ καὶ προῆλθον αὐτούς [Β] 


Amid the wide variety of readings, it is obvious that the 
‘Textus Receptus, which follows K ΠῚ and many minuscules, 
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is conflate being made up of ἐκεῖ καὶ προῆλθον αὐτοὺς and 
συνῆλθον πρὸς αὐτόν, exch of which is witnessed separately, 
OF the two component readings, the former is supported by 
8 B 892 al as well as, indirectly, by 1, Δ Θ 1241 al (προσῆλθον 
and προῆλθον are easily confused palacographically). It is 
probable that προῆλθον was altered to either προσῆλθον or 
συνῆλθον by copyists who thought it unlikely that the crowd 
on the land could have outstripped the boat (it is beside the 
point to observe, as Lagrange does, that the wind may have been 
contrary). Thus, both external evidence und internal con- 
siderations converge in making it probable that the reading 
i προῆλθον is the original, 








8.39. ἀνακλῖναι [8] 


‘The active voiee is transitive (“he commanded them [the 
disciples) to cause all to recline by companies. ,."'}, whereas 
the passive voice is intransitive ("he commanded them that 
all should recline by companies. .."). It appears that copyists, 
perhaps not understanding the use of the active voice here, 
assimilated ἀνακλῖναι to the parallel reading (ἀνακλεθῆναι) in 
Mt 14.19. 


6.1 μαθηταῖς [αὐτοῦ] [0] 

‘The weight of the external evidence is rather evenly divided 
between the readings with and without αὐτοῦ, Normally Mark 
speaks of “his disciples,” more rarely “the disciples.” The 
former expression is an archaie trait reflecting a stage in the 
transmission of the Gospel tradition when the disciples of 
Jesus were not yet “the disciples” (compare the parallels in 
Met 14.19 and Lk 9.16), On the one hand, therefore, it appears 
that αὐτοῦ should be read, On the other hand, however, since 
shorter readings in the Alexandrian text are generully to be 








+ For a lengthy diseussion of this conflate reading, see Westeott and 
Hort, Introduction, pp. 95-99. 
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preferred, the Committee thought it best to enclose αὐτοῦ 
within square brackets. 


6.44 [τοὺς ἄρτους] [0] 


Again external evidence is evenly divided between the 
sees that include the words τοὺς ἄρτους and those that 
‘omit them, Moreover, several witnesses (such as D W syr') 
that frequently have the longer reading, here have the shorter 
reading, From the point of view of transcriptional probabilities, 
it is more likely that copyists were tempted to delete than to 
add τοὺς ἄρτους, for the presence of these words raises awkward 
questions why “loaves” should be singled out with no mention 
of the fish (the Old Latin ms. ¢ reads both). In view of these 
conflicting considerations the Committee thought it best to 
retain the words but to enclose them within square brackets. 


847 ἦν [0] 


Several important witnesses (p* D f* 28 al) add the expressive 
word πάλαι (“already,” “for a long time,” “just now"), While 
it can be argued that Matthew (who reads τὸ δὲ πλοῖον ἤδη... 
14.24) may have known a copy of Mark that included πάλαι, 
if the word had been present in the original form of the Gospel 
of Mark, in the opinion of a majority of the Committee it is 
difficult to account for its absence from such a wide variety of 
witnesses. 














6.50 γὰρ αὐτὸν εἶδον [8] 


‘The absence of the words γὰρ αὐτὸν εἶδον from D Θ 565 
700 αἱ is to accounted for either (a) as due to an accident in 
transcription, or (Ὁ) as a deliberate deletion by copyists who 
considered them superfluous after of δὲ ἐδόντες αὐτόν of ver. 49. 


6.51 ἐξίσταντο [0] 


‘The shorter reading is to be preferred, for the expanded 
reading ἐξίσταντο καὶ ἐθαύμαζον appears to be a heightening 
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of the narrative by copyists who recalled the account in Ac 
2.7, where the same pair of verbs appears. 


1.8 πυγμῇ {Al 

‘The difficulty of understanding the significance of πυγμῇ 
(literally “with a [the] fist’) in a context explaining Jewish 
ceremonial washings prompted some copyists to omit it (Δ 
syr* cop® Diatessiron®) and others to replace it with a word 
‘that gives better sense, such as πυκνά (“often” or “thoroughly,” 
& W it’! vg al), or momento (“in a moment,” it ), or primo 
(“‘first,”” 1.5). 











τὰ ἀγορᾶς (A) 

‘The abruptness of καὶ ἀπ᾿ ἀγορᾶς ἐὰν μὴ βαπτίσωνται οὐκ 
ἐσθίουσιν was relieved by the addition in several witnesses 
Ὁ W al) of ὅταν ἔλθωσιν (“hen they come from the market 
place, they do not eat unless they wash themselves”) 


74 βαπτίσωνται (BY 

Although it can be argued that the less familiar word 
(αντίσωνται) was replaced by the more familiar one (Ba- 
πτίσωνται), it is far more likely that Alexandrian copyists, 
either wishing to keep βαπτίζειν for the Christian rite, or, 
more probably, taking ἀπ᾿ ἀγορᾶς as involving a partitive 
construction, introduced ῥαντίσωνται as more appropriate to 
express the meaning, “except they sprinkle [what is] from the 
market place, they do not eat [it).” 





ΤᾺ καὶ χαλκίων [καὶ κλινῶν} [0] 

It is difficult to decide whether the words καὶ κλινῶν were 
added by copyists who were influenced by the legislation of 
Ly 15, or whether the words were omitted (a) accidentally 
because of homoeoteleuton or (b) deliberately because the 
idea of washing or sprinkling beds seemed to be quite 
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congeuous. In view of the balance of :probabilities, as well as 
the strong witnesses that support each reading, a majority of 
the Committee preferred to retain the words, but to enclose 
them within square brackets. 





7.6 τιμᾷ [8] 

The reading ἀγαπᾷ in several early witnesses (De! W itt 
Clement Tertullian) may reflect an otherwise lost variant 
reading of the Septuagint text of Is 29.13, oF it may be merely 
ἃ typical Western deviation of the text of Mark. In neither 
ease, however, is it to be preferred to the reading supported 
by p® NA BL ΔΘ δ f 33 565 700 892 ithtHtn vg gyrn® 
cop™™ goth arm geo Diatessaron’. 


7.7-8 ἀνθρώπων. dpevres ... ἀνθρώπων. [ΑἹ 

‘The Greek text which lies behind the AV, “as the washing 
of pots and cups: and many other such like things ye d 
which is absent from the oldest and best witnesses, is doubtless 
a seribal addition, derived from ver. 4. The fact that the longer 
reading is found at two different places—at the beginning of 
ver. 8 (D Θ al) and at the end of ver. 8 (K X Π 7» 33 700 
892 al)—likewise indicates its secondary nature. 





1.9. στήσητε [0] 

It is most difficult to decide whether scribes deliberately sub- 
stituted στήσητε (“establish”) for τηρήσητε (“keep 
being the more appropriate verb in the context, or whether, 
through inadvertence in copying and perhaps inftuenced sub- 
consciously by the preceding phrase τὴν ἐντολὴν τοῦ θεοῦ, 
they replaced στήσητε with τηρήσητε. The Committee judged 
that, on the whole, the latter possibility was slightly more 
probable. 












7.16 omit verse {B} 


‘This verse, though present in the majority of witnesses, is 
ahsent from important Alexandrian witnesses (ΝΣ ΒΤ, A* al), 
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Tt appears to be ἃ seribal gloss (derived perhaps from 4.9 or 
4.23), introduced as an appropriate sequel to ver. 14. 


7.19 καθαρίζων {A} 


‘The overwhelming weight of manuscript evidence supports 
the reading καθαρίζων. The difficulty of construing this word 
in the sentence! prompted copyists to attempt various corree- 
tions and ameliorations, 


7.24 Τύρου (ΑἹ 

The words καὶ Σιδῶνος soem to be an assimilation to Mt 
1521 and Mk 731. If they had been present originally, there 
is no reason why they should have been deleted. ‘The witnesses 
in support of the shorter text include representatives of the 
Western and the Caesarean types of text. 


7.28 κύριε 18] 

Similar considerations apply in ovaluating the οἱ 
for this variant reading as those which were mentioned, in 
discussing the variant in ver. 24. Apparently the word val 
(which occurs eight times in Matthew, four times in Luke, and 
nowhere,else in Mark) was introduc here from the parallel 
passage in Mt 15. 


7.81 ἦλθεν διὰ Σιδῶνος {A} 


According to the reading supported by the best representa~ 
tives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts, as well as by 
noteworthy Caesarean witnesses, Jesus took a circuitous route, 
passing north from Tyre through Sidon and thence southeast 





nee 











' Many modern scholars, following the interpretation suggested by 
Origen and Chrysostom, regard καθαρίζων δὲ connected grammatically 
with λέγει in ver. 18, and take it as the evangelist’s comment on the 
‘implications of Jesus’ words concerning Jewish dietary laws 
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across the Leontes, continuing south past Caesarea Philippi 
to the east of the Jordan and thus approached the lake of 
Galilee on its east side, within the territory of the Decapolis. 

‘The reading καὶ Σιδῶνος ἦλθεν is a modification which 
copyists introduced either accidentally (being influenced by 
the familiar expression “Tyre and Sidon”) or deliberately 
C cause Jesus’ itinerary appeared to be extraordinarily round- 
about). 


7.85 καὶ [εὐθέως [ΟἹ 

Mark's fondness for εὐθύς (which sometimes appears as 
εὐθέως in various manuscripts) makes it probable that the 
aulverb was employed either here or before ἐλύθη (see the next 
variant reading). ‘The external support, however, for εὐθύς 
before ἐλύθη is extremely weak, whereas it is relatively strong 
for including εὐθέως here, At the same time, the combination 
of witnesses that lack οὐθέως (BD L A ai) is so impressive 
that a majority of the Committee considered it advisable to 
enclose εὐθέως within square brackets 


7.88 καί (2) (BY 

Several witnesses (8 L A 892) that omit εὐθέως after καί 
(2) insert it (or εὐθύ) here. (See the comments on the preceding 
variant reading.) 


7.81 [rods] ἀλάλους [0] 

‘The fact that κωφός means not only “deaf” but also “dumb” 
seems to have led some copyists (W 28 al) to omit τοὺς ἀλάλους. 
‘The balance of evidence for and against τούς is so close that the 
Committee thought it wise to enclose the word within square 
brackets. 


8.7 εὐλογή 


‘The reading εὐχαριστήσας (D 1009 its) appears to be a 
seribal assimilation to ver. 6, Of the other readings the one 


ras αὐτά [8] 
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chosen for the text has the best external support. Several 
witnesses omit the pronoun either as superiuous (in view of 
the following ταῦτα) or perhaps as inappropriate (Jesus blessed 
God’s name, not the fishes). 


8.10. τὰ μέρη Δαλμανουθά [8] 

Ὕνο sets οἵ variant readings are involved. The reading τὰ 
μέρη, supported by almost all the uncials and by many im- 
portant minuscules (δὲ A BCKLX AOL Sf [88 565 700 
fi), is clearly to be preferred; its synonym τὰ ὅρια (which 
ccurs in the parallel passage in Mt 15,39) and the readings 
derivative from τὰ ὅρια (τὰ ὄρη und τὸ pos) lack adequate 
support, 

Dalmanutha (read by all uncials except D) is a place of 
‘uncertain location. Puzzled by the word, which accurs nowhere 
clve,! copyists replaced it by Mayeba(v) or Μάγδαλα, read- 
ings which oceur in the parallel passage in Matthew (15.39) 


8.18 πάλιν ἐμβάς [0] 

‘The position of πάλιν before ἐμβὰς involves a degree of 
ambiguity whether the word should be taken with ἀφείς or 
with ἐμβάς, and therefore some copyists transposed it after 
ἐμβάς. Although one could argue that Alexandrian stylists 
deleted εἰς τὸ πλοῖον as superfluous after ἐμβάς, it is some- 
what more probable that the phrase (which is lacking in certain 
Latin witnesses as well as Alexandrian witnesses) was added 
‘as a natural complement to the verb “embark.” 


8.15 ὁρᾶτε, βλέπετε ἰ(] 
‘The reading with καί, though early, appears to be secondary, 
prompted by the desire of copyists to avoid the awkward 





«Many attempts have been made to account linguistically or palae- 
‘graphically for the origin of the word Dalmanutha (see Eb. Nestle in 
Hastings’ Didionary of Christ and the Gospels, 1, pp. 4064. and the 
literature mentioned in Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, 62). 
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anacoluthon (perhaps also in imitation of the near parallel 
in Mt 16.6, ὁρᾶτε καὶ προσέχετε). Others achieved a smoother 
text by the expedient of omitting one or the other of the more 
or less synonymous verbs. 





8.15 ᾿Ἡρῴδου {A} 


‘The reading τῶν Ἡρῳδιανῶν, which was current as early 
as the third and fourth centuries (p* W cop’), is clearly a 
seribal alteration influenced by 8.6 and 12.13 





8.16 πρὸς ἀλλήλους [0] 


After ἀλλήλους many witnesses (influenced perhaps by the 
parallel in Mt 16.7) read λέγοντες, thus allevisting an other- 
wise abrupt construction, 


8.16 ἔχουσιν [0] 


Ithough the reading ἔχομεν is strongly supported, a ma- 
jority of the Committee preferred ἔχουσιν as that which best 
accounts for the emergence of the other readings. Thus, εἶχαν. 
in D al (which broadens the support’ for the third person as 
‘against the first person of the verb) is a grammatical correction 
introduced by a purist, while both ἔχομεν and ἐλάβομεν 
appeur to be accommodations to the following context, and 
probably were influenced as well by the parallel in Mt 16.7. 








8.17 πεπωρωμένην ἔχετε τὴν καρδίαν ὑμῶν [Β] 

‘The reading with ἔχετε has superior attestation (all uncials 
except D and @). The presence of ἔτε before πεπωρωμένην 
(A K X I1 700 al) appears to have come from the last syllables 
of συνίετε. the sense seeming also to justify it. 


8.26 μηδὲ εἰς τὴν κώμην εἰσέλθῃς {B} 
‘The development of the pri 
have proceeded as follows: 





pal variant readings seems to 
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(1) μηδὲ εἰς τὴν κώμην εἰσέλθῃς (RB L ' syr* cops-betery 
2 νὴ εἴπῃς ἐν τῇ κώμῃ (0) ἡ 
ᾧ on tds τὴν κώμην εἰσέλθῃς μηδὲ εἴπῃς τινὶ ἐν τῇ 
κώμῃ (AC...al) ἣν 
(ὦ ὕπαγε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου καὶ μηδενὶ εἴπῃς (parent of 
the following) 
(4a) καί «ἐὰν εἰς τὴν κώμην εἰσέλθῃς (8 it?” ve) 
(4b) εἴπῃς τεἰς τὴν κώμην (Ὁ) 
(do) εἴπῃς τὲν τῇ κώμῃ (θ 565) Ν 
(4d) καί μηδὲ εἰς τὴν κώμην εἰσέλθῃς μηδὲ εἴπῃς τινὶ 
ἐν τῇ κώμῃ (124) 

Reading (1), which is supported by early representatives of 
the Alexandrian, Caesarean, Bastern, and Egyptian text-types, 
appears to be the earliest form of text, Reading (2) arose in 
‘the interest of clarifying the import of (1), and reading (3) is 
obviously « conflation of (1) and (2). Reading (4), which is 
‘an elaboration of (2) with the help of an introductory phrase, 
‘appears to be the parent of several further modifications that 
are attested by Western and Caesarean witnesses, 





8.85 ἐμοῦ καί (C) 

Although the absence of the words ἐμοῦ Kai from p® D 28 
700 al is difficult to account for except as the result of scribal 
oversight, a majority of the Committee preferred to adopt the 
double expression after ἕνεκεν as more in accordance with 
Mark’s style. Furthermore, since both synoptic parallels (Mt 
16.25 and Lk 9.24) read ἕνεκεν ἐμοῦ, it is probable that the 
copies of Mark which Matthew and Luke utilized contained 
the phrase. 


8.38. λόγους {B} 

Although the reading without the word λόγους gives good 
sense (‘whoever is ashamed of me and of my [followers)"), 
it is easier to account for the origin of the shorter reading as 
due to accidental omission, facilitated by the similarity of the 
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ending of the words ἐμοὺς λόγους, than to account for the 
insertion of the word in a wide variety of different types of 
text. 


8.88. μετά [Β] 


‘The reading with καί instead of μετά appears to have arisen 
from seribal inattentiveness, or from assimilation to the parallel 
in Lk 9,26, 


9.16 αὐτούς 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the eon- 
cluding comment on Php 321), a minority of the Committee 
strongly’ preferred to use the rough breathing on αὐτούς. 


9.28. τὸ εἰ δύνῃ {BY 


The extreme compression of the sentence has given trouble 
to copyists. Not seeing that in τὸ εἰ δύνῃ Josus is repeating 
the words of the father in order to challenge them,’ n variety 
of witnesses have inserted πιστεῦσαι, which has the effect of 
changing the subject of the verb “‘can'” from Jesus to the 
father, As a result the 76 now seemed more awkward than 
ever, uind many of these witnesses omit it, 


9.34. παιδίου [AJ 


The presence of the words μετὰ δακρύων in the later manu- 
scripts refleets a natural heightening of the narrative introduced 
by copyists and correctors (ef. corrections in A and C). Cer- 
tainly if the phrase were present originally in the text, no 
adequate reason can be found to account for its deletion. 





τα oper 
Fe Ee tenia pg 
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9.29 προσευχῇ [Al 

In light of the increasing stress in the early church on the 
necessity of fasting, it is understandable that καὶ νηστείᾳ is a 
gloss which found its way into most witnesses. Among the 
witnesses that resisted such an accretion are important repre- 
sentatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, and the Caesarean 
types of text. 


9.34 ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ [ΒῚ 

In view of the presence of ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ in ver, 33, several wit 
nesses regarded the phrase as superfluous in ver, 34, and there- 
fore omitted it, 





9.38 καὶ ἐκωλύομεν αὐτόν, ὅτι οὐκ ἠκολούθει ἡμῖν [0] 

Amid many minor variations, there are three principal 
readings: (1) “and we forbade him, because he was not fol- 
owing us"; (2) “who does not follow us, and we forbade him’; 
and (8) “who docs not follow us, and we forbade him, because 
he does not follow us.” The last is a conflate reading which 
presupposes the existence of the other two. Reading (1) is 
preferred because of superior witnesses (& BA Θ᾽ W syr*”-r! al) 
and because in reading (2) there hax been a transposition of 
the last clause to bring it into proximity to its subject (with 
the change also of ὅτι to 8s). 








9.41 ἐν ὀνόματι [A] 

‘The expression ἐν ὀνόματι ὅτι (‘under the category that” 
or “on the ground that”; henee, “hecause”), though perfectly 
acceptable Greek, appears to have struck some vopyists as 
strange; they therefore modified it in various ways. 





9.48. πιστευόντων [εἰς ἐμέ] [ΟἹ 


‘The presence of εἰς ἐμέ is very strongly attested (A BL W 
OV fF syr* cop* al). At the same time, however, the ahsence 
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of the words from 8 D and A, as well as the possibility that 
they may have come into the Markan text from the Matthean 
parallel (18.6), casts substantial doubt upon their right to a 
firm place in the second Gospel. The Committee therefore 
decided to enclose the phrase within square brackets. 





9.48. εἰς τὴν γέενναν, εἰς τὸ πῦρ τὸ ἄσβεστον {B} 

The fact that the prevailing text of the Matthean parallel 
(18.8) reads εἰς τὸ πῦρ τὸ αἰώνιον seemed to the Committee 
to suggest that Mark also had an adjectival modifier (τὸ 
ἄσβεστον). Of the several readings with the modifier, that 
supported by R*® A ΒΟ K X @ Π 565 it” vg cop™ goth 
arm al best accounts for the origin of the others. 


9.44 omit verse (AJ 


The words ὅπου ὁ σκώληξ... οὐ σβέννυται, which are 
lacking in important early witnesses (including & BC W 
it* syr* cop™), wore added by copyists from ver, 48. 


9.45 εἰς τὴν γέενναν (A) 


Influenced by the parallel passage in ver. 43 copyists tended 
to add one or another modifier to the reading which is decisively 
supported by representatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, 
the Bastern, and the Egyptian types of text. 


9.46 omit verse [A] 


See the comment on ver, 44, 


9.49 πᾶς γὰρ πυρὶ ἁλισθήσεται [ΒΡ 


‘The opening words of this verse have heen transmitted in 
three principal forms: (1) πᾶς γὰρ πυρὶ ἁλισθήσεται (BL A 
Ῥ' f* syr* cop* al, “For every one will be salted with fire"); 
(2) πᾶσα γὰρ θυσία ἁλὶ ἀλισθήσεται (D t=, “For 
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every sacrifice will be salted with salt”); and (3) πᾶς γὰρ 
πυρὶ ἁλισθήσεται καὶ πᾶσα θυσία ἁλὶ ἁλισθήσεται (A K Il αἱ, 
“For every one will be salted with fire, and every sacrifice 
will be salted with salt”), The history of the text seems to have 
been as follows, At a very early period a seribe, having found 
in Ly 2.13 clue to the meuning of Jesus’ enigmatic statement, 
wrote the Old Testament passage in the margin of his copy of 
Mark. In subsequent copyings the marginal gloss was either 
substituted for the words of the text, thus creating reading (2), 
or was added to the text, thus creating reading (8), Other 
modifications include πυρὶ ἀναλωθήσεται (8, “....will be 
consumed with fire...”), ϑυσία ἀναλωθήσεται (Ψ, “.., 
sacrifice will be consumed ...”), ἐν πυρὶ δοκιμασθήσεται (1195, 
“<,, will be tested by fire...”), and πᾶσα δὲ οὐσία ἀνα" 
λωθήσεται (implied by itt, “and all [their] substance will be 
destroyed,” © being read for 8, and aNaAW for AALAAIC). 








10.1. [καὶ] πέραν [0] 

‘The reading διὰ τοῦ πέραν (A K X II most minuscules, 
followed by the ‘Textus Receptus; ef. the AV rendering “into 
the coast of Juduea by the farther side of Jordan") is manifestly 
an explanatory correction introduced by eopyists who were 
perplexed by the geographical difficulties involved in the 
earlier! read In choosing between καὶ πέραν (Alexandrian 
text) and πέραν (Western, Caesarean, and Antiochian texts), 
‘the Committee was impressed by the diversity of external 
support for the second reading, but considered that the absence 
of the καί may be due to assimilation to the parallel in Matthew 
(19.1). In order to reflect the balance of external witnesses and 
internal probabilities, it was decided to retain καί but to 
enclose it within square brackets 








10.2 καὶ προσελθόντες Φαρισαῖοι [0] 


‘The chief problem presented by the variant readings in- 
volves the presence or absence of the words προσελθόντες (οἱ) 
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Φαρισαῖοι. Did the original text read merely ἐπηρώτων. an 
impersonal plural (“people asked him” or “he was asked”), 
tind has the reference to the Pharisees come into many wit. 
inesses by assimilation to the parallel passage in Matthew 
(19.3)? Despite the plausibility of such a possibility, the fact 
that the Matthean passage is not absolutely parallel (προσ- 
ἢλθον αὐτῷ Φαρισαῖοι) und the widespread and impressive 
support for the longer reading led a msjority of the Comittee 
to retain the words in the text. 


[Inasmuch as the impersonal plural is @ feature of Markan 
style, the words προσελθόντες Φαρισαῖοι are probably an 
intrusion from Matthew; if retained at all, they should be 
enclosed within square brackets. B.M.M. and A.W.) 


10.6 αὐτούς [8] 


The insertion of ὁ θεὸς a8 the subject of ἐποίησεν must have 
seemed to copyists to be necessary lest the uninstructed reader 
imagine that the previously mentioned subject (Moses) should 
be carried on, Several witnesses (DW ith." ai) omit 
αὐτούς as superfluous, 


10.7 μητέρα [καὶ προσκολληθήσεται πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα 
αὐτοῦ} [0] 


Have the words καὶ προσκολληθήσεται πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα 
(or τῇ γυναῖκι) αὐτοῦ been added in most copies in order to 
assimilate the quotation to the fuller form of text found in 
Mt 19.5 (and Gn 2.24), or were they inadvertently omitted 
tion (the eye of the scribe passing from καί to 
xal)? In order to represent the very close balance of prob- 
abilities, a majority of the Committee decided to include the 
clause in the text (where it seems to be necessary for the sense, 
otherwise οἱ δύο in ver. 8 could be taken to refer to the futher 
and the mother!), but to enclose it within square brackets 
As between πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα and τῇ γυναῖκι, the former 
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was preferred becanse it reproduces more exactly the quotation 
from Genesis, and because the dative construction is obviously 
a stylistic correction. 


10.13 ἐπετίμησαν αὐτοῖς, 

Lest the words ἐπετίμησαν αὐτοῖς be taken to mean that 
it was the children who were rebuked (instead of those who 
brought them to Jesus), a wide variety of witnesses expanded 
the text to read ἐπετίμων τοῖς προσφέρουσιν (θ᾽ reads 
φέρουσιν) αὐτοῖς (A D N WX ¥ (Θθ) ΠΣ Φ [5 28 543 565 
700 1071 αἱ, followed by the Textus Receptus), The reading 
ulopted as the text is strongly supported by & BC L AW 
579 802 1342 it=* cop! al 


10.14 καί (C) 

The addition of ἐπιτιμήσας in several witnesses (chielly 
Cacsarean) was probably due to the influence of ἐπετίμησαν 
in the previous sentence. 





1019. μὴ ἀποστερήσῃς [0] 

Since the command, “Do not defraud” (a reminiscence of 
Ex 20.17 or Dt 24.14 [Septuagint mss. A F or Sir 4.1), may 
have keemed to be inappropriate in a list of several of the 
‘Ten Commandments, many copyists—as well as Matthew 
(19.18) and Luke (18.20)—omitted it. 





10.23 εἰσελεύσονται 

The Western text (D it) has moved ver. 25 so a8 to 
follow εἰσελεύσονται (reading verses 23, 25, 24, 26). ‘The 
transposition appears to be the work of the Western redactor 
who sought to improve the sense by making a more gradual 
sequenec (first, it is difficult for rich people to enter the kingdom 
then, it is difficult for those who trust in riches [for this addi- 
tion, see the comment on ver. 24] to enter), Although some 
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have preferred the transposed sequence, it is precisel 
Lagrange points out ad loc) the too-logeal order of the Westone 
text that renders it suspect as a secondary modification of the 
more primitive text. The minuscule 235 includes ver. 25 twice 
(reading verses 23, 25, 24, 25, 26). 


10.24 ἐστιν [0] 


‘The rigor of Jesus’ saying was softened by the insertion of 
one or another qualification that limited its generality and 
brought it into closer connection with the context. Thus, 
ACD 8S" al read ἐστιν τοὺς πεποιθότας ἐπὶ χρήμασιν 
es = who trust in riches"); W and itt insert πλούσιον. 

‘a rich man’’); and 1241 ἤματα & “4 
(ies te ρὲ reads ol τὰ χρήματα ἔχοντες (“those 





10.26 κάμηλον 


For κάμηλον several witnesses (includin 
i 13 28 471" 543 
arm eo) read κάμιλον (“Ὁ rope” or “ship's hawser”), (See 
also the comments on Lk 18.25.) 


10.26 πρὸς ἑαυτούς [Β] 


‘The reading πρὸς αὐτόν appears to be an Alexandr 
tion, taking the place of πρὸς ἑαυτούς, which is μεμα τὰ 
in ἃ D W Θ 7) βὲ it vg goth arm eth al, and refined in M* it* 
syr? geo (πρὸς ἀλλήλου:}. 








10.30 


In order to smooth the rather harsh 8. 
Western text (D it's! vem) omity soo ead aes ae 
sentence after ἑκατονταπλασίονα ἐν τῷ καιρῷ τούτῳ, namely 
Bs δὲ ἀφῆκεν οἰκίαν καὶ ἀδελφὰς καὶ ἀδελφοὺς καὶ μητέρα, 
καὶ τέκνα καὶ ἀγροὺς μετὰ διωγμοῦ. (so De; Old Latin reads 
plura), ἐν τῷ αἰῶνι τῷ ἐρχομένῳ ζωὴν αἰώνιον λήμψεται 
δον, ἃ hundredfold in this time. And he who has left house 
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and sisters and brothers and mother and children and lands 
1 i.e. because of] persecution, in the age to come he will 
receive life eternal”). The variant μετὰ διωγμόν (Matter perse- 
eution”), read by 2 25 72 114 157 4705 18" geot al), whieh 
may reflect a trace of the same reading, probably arose through 
confusion of w and ὁ. 

Clement of Alexandria quotes this verse as follows (The 
Rich Man’s Saleation, 4; of, 25): ἀπολήψεται ἑκατονταπλα- 
σίονα. νῦν ἐν τῷ καιρῷ τούτῳ ἀγροὺς καὶ χρήματα καὶ οἰκίας 
καὶ ἀδελφοὺς ἔχειν μετὰ διωγμῶν εἰς ποῦ; ἐν δὲ τῷ ἐρχομένῳ 
ζωὴ ἐστιν αἰώνιος ("... shall receive in return a undred- 
fold. And to what end [does he expect] to have now in this 
time fields and riches and houses and brothers, with persecu- 
tions? But in the coming age there is life eternal”), 











10.34 μετὰ τρεῖς ἡμέρας [Α] 

‘The typically Markan reading, μετὰ τρεῖς ἡμέρας (which 
‘occurs also in 8.81 and 9.31; elsewhere of Jesus’ resurrection, 
only Mt 27.63), has been conformed by copyists to the much 
more frequently used expression, τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ (compare 
the parallels in Mt 20.19 and Lk 18.33). 


10.40 ἀλλ᾽ οἷς [A] 


Sevéral early versions (it*4** syr* cop™ eth) read the 
Greek ἄλλοις as ἄλλοις, despite the lack of syntactical con 
cord with the preceding part of the sentence. 


* Clement's treatice ie preserved in two manuscripts, one in the Bseurial 
library and one in the Vatican, the latter being a copy of the former. The 
Fscutrial ms. reads εἰς ποὺ in ebap. 4, and εἰς πον in chap. 25. Neither 
P. Mordaant Barnard (The Biblical Text of Clement af Alexandria [Ci 
Ibeidge, 1599), pp. 341.) nor E, Sehwarts (Hermes, xxxvint |1903}, pp. 87 f) 
ie sativfied with the reading(s), Barnard attributing them to Clement's 
amuanwensis, and Schwartz emending to εἰς τί. ‘The text quoted above is 
hat adopted by Otto Stablin in his edition in the series of Griechiache 
Chrisliche Sebrifistlter, which is adopted also by G. W, Butterworth in 
the Loch Classical Library series 
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10,40 ἡτοίμασται [Β] 


‘The presence of the phrase ὑπὸ (or παρά) τοῦ πατρὸς μον 
in several witnesses, some of them early (as N* it © 
clearly un intrusion from the parallel in Mt 20.23. 





10.43 ἐστιν {A} 


‘The future tense, which is supported by A ΟἹ K X Π and 
most minuscules (followed by the Textus Receptus), appears 
to be a scribal amelioration designed to soften the peremple 
tone of the present ἔστεν, It is also possible that the future 
‘may have arisen from assimilation to ἔσται in the next line. 





10.46 προσαίτης ἐκάθητο παρὰ τὴν ὁδόν [0] 

᾿ ‘The reading that best explains the origin of the other readings 
is προσαίτης ἐκάθητο παρὰ τὴν ὁδόν, supported by the Alex- 
andrian group of witnesses (8 BL A W al). Because προσαίτης 
is ἃ rare, late-Greek word, other witnesses substitute ita 
participial construction, either προσαιτῶν. AKWXT 
Sf" al, followed by the Textus Receptus) or ἐπαιτῶν (D Θ᾽ 
565 al), following the preferred reading in the Lukan parallel 
(18.35). The omission in C* und Diatessaron? is the result of 
seribal oversight. 





10.447 Ναζαρηνός {Aj 


‘The fact that elsewhere Mark uses Ναζαρηνὸς three times 
(1.24; 14.67; 16.6), but never Ναζωραῖος (the latter occurs 
thirteen times in the New Testament), suggests that copyists 
have introduced the more familiar for the less familiar term. 


11.8 αὐτὸν ἀποστέλλει πάλιν [Β] 


‘The interpretation of this passage is obscure. Are the words 
καὶ εὐθὺς αὐτὸν ἀποστέλλει πάλιν ὧδε part of the message, or 
2 statement of what will happen? Matthew (21.3) evidently 
took the words in the latter sense. The presence, however, of 
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πάλιν in most witnesses suggests thut the words, as part of the 
message, give assurance that the animal is to be returned after 
Jesus has used it. Although it may be argued that copyists, 
moved by considerations of what would become of the animal, 
inserted πάλεν before or after the verb, the fact that similar 
considerations did not operate in the case of the Matthean 
parallel, as well as the strength of the testimony of & Det L 
802 al, suggests that the original text was αὑτὸν ἀποστέλλει 
πάλεν, which was subsequently modified cither under the 
influence of the parallel or because it was no longer interpreted 
as part of the message, The future tense, which is smoother 
than the present, appears to be u scribal correction, 


11.19 ἐξεπορεύοντο ἔξω τῆς πόλεως [Cj 

Although it is possible that the singular verb (ἐξεπορεύετο) 
was altered to the plural in order to suit the next verse, the 
‘weight of the evidence tends to support the plural. The omission 
of the verb in L is the result of an accident in transcription 





1.22 Ἔχετε {BY 
wsmuch as elsewhere the solemn expression ἀμὴν λέγω 
ὑμῖν is always introductory and is never preceded by a protasis 
it appears that the original reading is the exhortation “Exere 
πίστενν θεοῦ, and that the reading introdueed by εἰ (kD Θ᾽ 
ΤῸ 28 al) arose by assimilation to the saying in Lk 17.6 (ef. 
also Mt 21.21). 


11.24 ἐλάβετε {A} 


he aorist tense, representing the Semitic usage of the 
perfect (which expresses the certainty of a future 




















prophe 


τῖν should be observed that bere εἰ may not oaly be taken as the 
onfinary conditional particle ("If you ave faith in God, ..."), but ean 
flbo be construed as an interrogalive particle introducing (like Hebrew 
9) a direct question (“Do you have faith in Godt"; ave Blass-Debiramner- 


Funk, § 440 (5). 
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action), seemed too bold and was altered either to the present 
tense (λαμβάνετε) or, under the influence of the parallel in 
‘Mt 21.22, to the future tense (λήμψεσθε). 


11.26 omit verse {A} 


Although it might be thought that the sentence was acci- 
dentally omitted because of homocoteleuton, its absence from 
carly witnesses that represent all text-types makes it highly 
probable that the words were inserted by copyists in imitation 
of Mt 6.15, 


11.31 λέγοντες [0] 


While it is possible that τί εἴπωμεν may have fallen out 
accidentally (ἐὰν εἴπωμεν follows immediately), the Com- 
mittee was impressed by the antiquity and diversity of the 
evidence supporting the shorter text, and judged that the 
phrase was a colloquial addition that is often characteristic 
of the Western (and Cnesarean) type of text. 





11.32 εἶχον [8] 


‘The readings ἤδεισαν (1) W © 565 al) and οἴδασι (700) are 
probably colloquial substitutes for the more idiomatic use 
of ἔχειν “to hold, regard,” 





12.28 ἐν τῇ ἀναστάσει, ὅταν dvactdaw, | (D} 





The absence of ὅταν ἀναστῶσιν from® ΒΟΥ DLW ΔΨ al 
is probably deliberate, having been omitted by copyists as 
superfluous (Matthew and Luke also omitted the words, 
probably for the same reason). It is hard to imagine that 2 
copyist would have been tempted to gloss ἐν τῇ ἀναστάσει, 
and the pleonasm is in accord with Mark's style (ef. 13.19 f.), 
At the same time, however, in deference to the generally high 
reputation of the witnesses that attest the omission, the Com- 
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mittee thought it right to enclose the words within square 
brackets. 

In order to suggest more clearly that ver. 23 constitutes 
the nub of the query, copyists inserted οὖν at various places in 
various witnesses. 


12.36 ὑποκάτω [C} 


‘The parallel in the preferred text of Matthew (22.44) sup- 
ports Mark's substitution of ὑποκάτω (B Det Ψ 28 syr* cop? 
al) for the Septuagint’s ὑποπόδιον. Since the latter reading is 
quoted in Lk 20.43 and Ac 2.35, copyists would have tended to 
replace Mark's modification with the “correct” reading, 





12.40 τῶν χηρῶν {A} 

If the words καὶ ὀρφάνων (DW 5 28 565 al) hud heen present 
in the text originally, there is no reason why they should have 
‘been deleted, whereas it is easy to understand that copyists 
would have been likely to expand χηρῶν by the addition of 
καὶ ὀρφάνων. 


12.41 καθίσας κατέναντι τοῦ γαζοφυλακίου [Β] 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
preserved in 8 L Δ 892 it’ al. Copyists were more likely to 
insert the words ὁ Ἰησοῦς in order to identify the subject, 
than to delete them. Elsewhere Mark uses κατέναντι (11.2; 
13.3), but never ἀπέναντι. Those responsible for W @ f! 75 
28 565 al obviously thought that it was more appropriate for 
Jesus to stand (ἑστώς) than to sit in the temple. 


13.2 ὧδε λίθος ἐπὶ λίθον 18] 

On the basis of preponderant manuscript evidence (& Β 1, W 
A © W ἢ μὴ 28 33 700 af) the Committee preferred the reading 
ὧδε λίθος ἐπὶ λίθον. 
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18.8 ἔσονται λιμοί [8] 





Although it is possible that the words καὶ ταραχαὶ may 
have fallen out in transcription because of some similarity τὸ 
the following word ἀρχή, it is more prohable that here we have 
an example of a growing text, expanded by various co} 
in various ways, 





18.22 δώσουσιν {BY 

Although it is possible that δώσουσιν originated through 
assimilation to the Matthean parallel (24.24), a majority of 
the Committee regarded ποιήσουσιν (1) K Θ J 28 565 al) 
4s a seribal substitute for the more Semitic idiom with διδόναι 
(cf, Dt 13.2 where the Septuagint follows the Hebrew ry). 








13.38 ἀγρυπνεῖτε [0] 

‘The Committee regarded the reading καὶ προσεύχεσθε as 4 
natural addition (derived perhaps from 14,38) which many 
copyists were likely to make independently of one another 
If the words had been present originally, it is difficult to 
account for their omission in BD it" φορῶν, 


14.4. ἦσαν δέ τινες ἀγανακτοῦντες πρὸς ἑαυτούς [0] 

‘The secondary nature of the reading οἱ δὲ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ 
διεπονοῦντο καὶ ἔλεγον (1) @ 565 al) is disclosed by the sub- 
stitution of the non-Markan διαπονεῖσθαι for ἀγανακτεῖν 
(the latter occurs also at Mk 10.14, 41), as well as by the 
assimilation of the typically Murkan indefinite subject reves 
to the Matthean οἱ μαθηταί (Mt 26.8). Among other seribal 
modifications are the insertion of καὶ λέγοντες before or after 
πρὸς ἑαυτούς, and the conflate reading of Wf? al (... reves 
τῶν μαθητῶν). 


14.5 ἐπάνω [Β] 


It has been argued that ἐπάνω is a second-century addition 
which reflects the depreciation of currency after the time of 
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Nero. If that were the case, however, one would expect early 
rather than late Greek evidence in support of the shorter 
reading. It is more probable that. several copyists and/or 
translators omitted ἐπάνω either because they objected to its 
colloquial usage (see Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 185) or because 
they were influenced by the parallel account in Jn 12.5, where 
the word is not used. 


14.10 ἸΙσκαριώθ [Β] 
οἱ 4, 10 is 

On the proper name, see the comments on Mt 10. 
site Tikely that scribes would have added the definite article 
than deleted it. The earliest representatives of both the Aiex- 
andrian toxt (X* B) and the Western text (Ὁ) are joined by 
28 1071 1365 1646 αἱ in attesting the anarthrous proper name, 


14.20 εἰς τὸ τρύβλιον [Β] 

‘The reading with ἐν seems to have arisen from assimilation 
either to the Matthean parallel (26.23) or to the ἐν in composi- 
tion with the participle. The reading εἰς τὸ ἕν, τρύβλιον (“into 
the same dish"), which emphasizes the baseness of the act, 
appears to be ἃ secondary heightening of the passage, 





14.24) τῆς διαθήκης (B) 

It is much more likely that καινῆς is a seribal addition, 
derived from the parallel accounts in Lk 22.20 and 1 Cor 11.25, 
than that, being present originally, it was omitted from & BC 
1, Θ᾿ 565 it* cop*™** geo!. 


14.350 οὐκέτι οὐ μὴ πίω (C} 

The absence οἵ οὐκέτι from 8 C L W αἱ is probably to be 
acootnted for as the result of seribal assimilation to the parallel 
passage in Matthew (26.20). Although the use of the verb 
προστιθέναι in D Θ 565 suggests Semitic influence (in the 
Soptuagint προσέθετο with an infinitive frequently renders 
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"roi" with an infinitive), none of the three readings is strongly 
enough supported to be accepted as the original. 


14.80 σήμερον {B} 
‘The pleonastic σήμερον, 80 typical of Markan style, was 
‘omitted by certain Western and Caesarean witnesses (D Θ᾽ 


£? 565 700 al), perhaps under the influence of the parallel in 
Mt 26.34, 


14.30 ἣ δὶς ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι [0] 


The reading that hest accounts for the origin of the others 
‘appears to be preserved in A BL ΔΨ f* 28 al. It is probable 
that the omission of δίς arose from scribal assimilation to the 
parallel accounts (Mt 26,34; Lk 22.34; Jn 13,38), See also the 
comments on Mk 14,68 and 72. 


14.39 τὸν αὐτὸν λόγον εἰπών {A} 


Although some have thought that these words aro a gloss 
which entered all types of text except the Western, it is far 
more likely that ἃ copyist accidentally omitted them in tran- 
seription (perhaps they constituted a sense line in an ancestor 
of codex Bozae) 





1441 ἀπέχει' ἦλθεν [Β} 


‘The difficulty οἱ interpreting the impersonal use οἱ ἀπέχει 
in the context led copyists to introduce ameliorations. Several 
Western and Caesarean witnesses (including D W @ f#) add 
τὸ τέλος (meaning perhaps, “the end has fully come”), a gloss 
that may have been suggested by Lk 22.37; a few witnesses 
(including Y 892 al) omit ἀπέχει; and it* rewrites the passage 
8 follows: et venit tertio et ubi adoravit dicit illis: dormite jam 
nunc, ecce appropinguavit qui'me tradi. Bt post pusillum ezcitarit 
ilos et disit: jam hora est, ecce traditur filius hominis... (“and 
he came the third time and when he had prayed he says te 
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them, ‘Sleep on now; behold, he who betrays me has come near.’ 
And after a little he aroused them and said, ‘Now is the hour; 
behold, the Son of man is betrayed . ..”). 


14.52 γυμνὸς ἔφυγεν [ΟἹ 

‘The reading that seems to account best for the origin of the 
others is preserved in 8 B C. The sequence of words in this 
reading is supported by most other witnesses (including A De" 
W ΘΛ /2 28 565 700 al). The addition of ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν is a nutural 
expansion that refers to the unexpressed subject of κρατοῦσιν. 








14.60 τί [8] 

‘The elliptical use of τέ (= τί ἔστιν ὅ, “What isit that (these 
testify against youl?”) seems to have Jed several copyists to 
replace it with ὅτι. 


14.65. προφήτευσον [0] 

‘The longer reading involving the addition of the question 
τίς ἐστιν ὁ παίσας σε; (“Who is it that has struck you?"’), 
with or without the introductory Χριστέ, appears to be an 
assimilation to the text of Matthew (26.68) or Luke (22.6) 
‘The shortest reding, προφήτευσον, supported as it is by the 
Alexandrian text and several early versions, best accounts for 
the rise of the other readings. 











14.68 [καὶ ἀλέκτωρ ἐφώνησεν] {D} 

It is very difficult to decide whether these words were added 
or omitted from the original text. Tt is easy to explain their 
uldition: copyists would have been tempted to insert the words 
in order to emphasize the literal fullillment of Jesus’ propheoy 
in ver. 30 (perhaps copyists would also have reasoned that 
Peter could not have known that a crowing of the enck was 
the secend if he had not heard the first). Tt is also easy to 
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explain the omission of the words: copyists wished to bring 
the Markan account of two cock-erowings into harmony with 
the narratives of the other three Gospels, which mention only 
‘one cock-erowing (perhaps eopyists also asked the 
if Peter had heard the cock, he did not at once repent). 

In the face of such conflicting possibilities, and with cach 
reading supported by impressive external evidence, the Com- 
mittee decided that the least unsatisfactory solution was to 
include the words in the text, but to enclose them wi 
square brackets, 





res why, 








14.72 ἐκ δευτέρου {C} 


Several witnesses omit ἐκ δευτέρου (Ν C*™ Lite Dintes- 
saron'*), probably in order to harmonize Mark with the account 
in the other Gospels (Mt 26.74; Lk 22.60; Jn 18.27); see also 
the comments on 14.68 


14.72 a πρὶν ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι δὶς τρίς με ἀπαρνήσῃ 
‘The reading that seems to account best for the origin of 
the others is the one supported by C? L Ψ 892 al, in whieh dis 
and τρίς stund side by side. Copyists moved one or the other 
of the adverbs in order to improve the style and cuphony, 
or omitted δίς in accord with the same considerations that 
appear to have operated at verses 30 and 68 concerning the 
second cock-crowing (see the comments on these passages). 





14.72 καὶ ἐπιβαλὼν ἔκλαιεν [Β] 


The difficulty of interpreting the meaning of ἐπιβαλών led 
copyists to replace it with ἤρξατο in several Western and 
Caesarean witnesses, including D @ 565 Old Latin al. In a 
few witnesses (X* A*"* ΟἹ the imperfect tense (ἔκλαιεν) was 
assimilated to the aorist (ἔκλαυσεν) of the parallel passages 
(Me 26.75 and Lk 22.62). 
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15.1. roujoavres .. . δήσαντες [Β] 

The reading of certain Western and Caesarean witnesses 
(including D 6 565 Old Latin), substituting a finite verb 
(ἐποίησαν) for a participle and inserting καί before δήσαντες, 
is an obvious stylistic improvement. Since συμβούλιον ποιεῖν. 
is ambiguous, meaning either “to convene a council’ or “to 
take counsel; to make ἃ plan,” a few witnesses (% C 1, 892) 
preferred the expression συμβούλιον ἑτοιμάσαντες to make 
sure that the reader would take the second meaning (for 
14.55-65 implies that the council had already been convened), 


15.8 ἀναβὰς ὁ ὄχλος [8] 

‘The verbs ἀναβοᾷν and ἀναβῆναι were liable to be confused 
in manuscripts (ef. the Septuagint of 2 Sm 23.9; 2 Kes 3.21; 
Ho 8.9). There is no other occurrence of ἀγαβοᾷν in Mark, but 
ἀναβαίνειν occurs nine times. ‘The external evidence in support 
of ἀναβάς (a verb that is particularly appropriate if Pilate's 
{quarters were in the Tower of Antonia) is strong (8* Β. 1) 892 
most of the Old Latin vg cop goth). 

‘The insertion of ὅλος in a few witnesses was made in the 
interest of dramatic heightening of the narrative. 














15.10 οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς {Bi 

In view of the occurrence of of δὲ ἀρχιερεῖς immediately 
following in ver. 11, the omission of οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς in several 
witnesses is probably to be regarded as a stylistic improvement, 
prompted perhaps by recollection of the parallel account in 
Mt 27.18. 


16.12 [θέλετε] ποιήσω [Ὁ] 

It is difficult to decide whether the shorter reading (sup- 
ported by 8 B.C Ὃ ΔΨ f' f* al) is secondary, having been 
conformed to Mt 27.22, or whether θέλετε has been inserted 
by assimilation to ver. 9 or Mt 27.21 or Lk 23.20 (compare 
also Mk 10.36). On the whole the Committee thought it best 
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to include θέλετε in the text but to enclose it within square 
brackets. 


16.12 [ὃν λέγετε] [0] 

Although there is strong external attestation for the omission 
of ὄν λέγετε, Matthew's reading τὸν λεγόμενον Χριστόν (Mt 
27.22) scems to presuppose the originality of ὃν λέγετε in 
Mark. On the other hand, however, the insertion of the clause 
may be regarded as a scribal amelioration, introduced in order 
to throw the onus for the use of the title “The King of the 
Jews!” upon the high priests, The unique reading of B is prob- 
‘ably to be explained as the result of accidental omission of ὅν. 
On balance the Committee judged that the least unsatisfactory 
solution was to include the words in the text, but to enclose 
them within square brackets to indicate doubt that they have 
«right to stund there 


15.25 τρίτη 

In the interest of harmonization with Jn 19.14, instead of 
τρίτη a few witnesses read term (θ 478** syx*™ eth). Accord- 
ing to the suggestion of several patristic writers τρίτη has 
arisen out of a confusion between ¢ (=6) and Γ (=3). (See 
also the comments on Jn 19.14.) 


16.25 καὶ ἐσταύρωσαν {A} 

For the suke of better Greek style, a few copyists changed 
the Markan paratactie construction (“and they crucified him”) 
to the more idiomatic hypotaetie construction (“when they 
crucified him"), ‘The verb ἐφύλασσον in several Western wit 
nesses uppears to be a harmonization with the Matthean 
Account (Mt 27.36), prompted by the desire to avoid the 
Markan repetition (καὶ σταυροῦσιν αὐτόν, ver. 24). 


16.27 


‘The Old Latin codex Colbertinus (it*) provides names for 
the two robbers; the one on the right-hand side of Jesus is 
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identified nomine Zoathan and the one on the left nomine 
Chammatha, (See also the comments on Mt 27.38 and Lk 23.32.) 


15.28 omit verse {A} 


‘The earliest and best witnesses of the Alexandrian and the 
Western types of text lack ver. 28. It is understandable that 
copyists could have added the sentence in the margin from 
‘Lk 22.37, whence it came into the text itself; there is no reason 
why, if the sentence were present originally, it should have 
‘been deleted. It is also significant that Mark very seldom 
expressly quotes the Old Testament, 


15.34 ἐλῶι hun λεμα σαβαχθανι 


‘The reading mhee mec of D Θ᾽ (059 ἐλει) 0192 (181 do) 
565 al represents the Hebrew ὋΝ (‘my God”), and has been 
assimilated to the parallel in Matthew (27.46). ‘The great 
majority of uncials and minuscule manuscripts read eat ew, 
which represents the Aramaic ΠΝ (“τὴν God’), the w for the 
ἃ sound being due to the influence of the Hebrew "15x, 

The spelling λέμα (Ν CL AY ΤῺ 495 517 579 1342 1075 al) 

represents the Aramaic X24 (“why?”), which is also probably 
to be understood as lying behind λίμα (A KM P UX ΡΠ 
33 106 \18 131 209 543 697 700 1270 al), whereas λάμα (B Ὁ 
N © Σ 1 22 565 1295 1582 al) represents the Hebrew m3? 
“why?”). 
A Grok manuscripts except codex Bezae read σαβαχθανι 
or something similar (σιβακθανει, A; ζαβαφθανει, B; σαβαχ- 
Gaver, Ὁ al), which represents the Aramaic 3BRIW (“thou 
hast forsaken me”). The reading tag@av of D (it! reade 
zapthani; it* zaphani; it® sapthant; it!" tepthani) is a scholarly 
correction representing the Hebrew of Ps 22.1 55: (‘thou 
hast forsaken’ παρ)" 











"Te is perhaps oot surprising that mort witnowen have dropped the 
intial sound (with the “an), coming av it doc immediately after the 
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‘Thus, in the text preferred by the Committee the entire 
saying represents an Aramaic original, whereas the Matthean 
parallel is partly Hebrew and partly Aramaic (see the com- 
ments on Mt 27.46). 


15.84 ἐγκατέλιπές με [Β] 


It is perhaps more likely that copyists should have altered 
ἐγκατέλιπές μὲ to agree with the Matthean reading we ἔγκα- 
τέλιπες (Mt 27.46), than that they should have changed 
με ἐγκατέλιπες to ἐγκατέλιπές με to agree with the Septuagint 
of Ps 22,2. 

The reading of De (supported by a few other Western 
witnesses?) ὠνείδισάς we (“[Why} hast thou reproached (or, 
taunted] me?”) may have been substituted for the usual reading 
by someone who could not understand how God would have 
forsaken Jesus on the cross. 


15.39 ἐναντίας αὐτοῦ [8] 


Several witnesses alter, perhaps for stylistic reasons, the 
elliptical construction ἐξ ἐναντίας αὐτοῦ," substituting in its 
stead αὐτῷ (Wf al) or ἐκεῖ (Ὁ Θ al). 


terminal vowel of Naya. On the other hand, it is noteworthy that a vowel 
hhas persisted in the Old Latin ms. i* and in an Old Slavonic lectionary 
(the Ostromir Lectionary, 4.0. 1056-57); on the latter soe Pavel Vyskoil, 
“aaag*ranun v Ostromirove evangelidfi," Slavia: éasopis pro alovanskow 
Alologii, xxxu (1963), pp, 395-97. According to information kindly given 
the present writer by Prof, Josef B. Soudek, the Ostromir Lectionary 
contains the Cry of Dereltctlon twice, both times in pericopes draxn from 
the text of Matthew's Gospel (Mk 15.24 ie not extant in the Lectionary); 
in one case (folio 190) the word in question ie spelled azas'tanii, and in 
the other (folio 200), it is spelled, like the Hebrew; with oaly oa &. 

Ὁ Three Old Latin manuscripts support, each in ite own way, the 
reading of De: exprotaati me itt, me in opprobrivm dedisti i. snd me 
rmolediziat it, 

+ Of, Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 241 (2). 
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15.39 ὅτι οὕτως ἐξέπνευσεν [0] 


Although the witnesses that include κράξας or its equivalent 
are diversified and widespread, while those that lack it are 
chiefly of one textual type (Alexandrian), a majority of the 
Committee preferred the shorter reading and regarded the 
participle as an carly interpolation from Mt 27.50. 


15.44 εἰ πάλαι [0] 


Although the reading πάλαι may perhaps have arisen through 
ἃ desire to avoid the repetition of ἤδη in the sentence, itis more 
probable that copyists, feeling that πάλαι was somehow in- 
‘appropriate in the context, sought to ameliorate the passage 
by replacing it with ἤδη. Several manuscripts that read ἤδη 
(including D W @) also alter ἀπέθανεν to the perfect tense, 








16.1 διαγενομένου τοῦ σαββάτου... καὶ Σαλώμη [A] 


‘The omission by D it* of the names of the two women (who 
are identified in the previous sentence) is clearly in the interest 
of simplification, and the omission by D it* of mention of the 
passing of the sabbath allows the purchase of the spices to 
take place on Friday (as similarly Lk 23,58). The overwhelming, 
preponderance of attestation of all other witnesses supports 
the text adopted by the Committee. 


16.4 


At the beginning of ver, 4 the Old Latin codex Bobiensis 
(iv introduces description of the actual resurrection of 
Jesus Christ, At one or two places the text of the gloss does 
not appear to be sound, and various emendations have been 
proposed: ἡ 

Subito aulem ad horam tertiain tenebrae diei factae sunt 
per totam orbem terrae, et descenderunt de caelis angeli et 
surgent [surgentes?, surgente θοῦ, surgit?] in claritale υἱοὶ Det 
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[viri duo? +et?] simul ascenderunt cum eo; et continuo tux facta 
est. Tune illae accesserunt ad monimentum..... (“But suddenly 
at the third hour of the day there was darkness over 
the whole cirele of the earth, and angels descended from 
the lreayens, and as he [the Lord] was rising [reading surgente eo] 
in the glory of the living God, at the same time they ascended 
with him; and immediately it was light. ‘Then the women 
went to the tomb ....).” The emendation viri duo, which in the 
context appears to be unnecessary, has been proposed in view 
of the account in the Gospel of Peter of two men who, having 
descended from heaven in a great brightness, brought Jesus 
out of the tomb, and “the heads of the two reached to heaven, 
but the head of him who was being led by them overpassed 
the heavens” (sects, 35-40). 





16.9-20 The Knding(s) of Mark 


Four endings of the Gospel according to Mark are current 
in the manuscripts, (1) The last twelve verses of the commonly 
received text of Mark are absent from the two oldest Greek 
manuscripts ΩΣ and B),! from the Old Lutin codex Bobiensis 
(it), the Sinaitie Syriac manuscript, about one hundred Ar- 
menian manuscripts? and the two oldest Georgian manu- 


Two other Greek manuscripts, both of the twelfth century, alse lack 
verses 9-20, namely 304 and 2386, The latter, however, is only an apparent 
witness for the omigsion, for although the last page of Mark closes with 
ἐφοβοῦντο γάρ, the next leaf of the manuscript is missing, and following 
168 is the sign indicating the close of an cccleniatical lection (τὰ. 
éos), a clear implication that the manuscript originally continued with 
additional material from Mark (see Kurt Aland, “Bemerkungen 2um 
Schluss des Markusevangeliums," in Neofestamentica et Semitica, Studies 
in Honour of Matthew Black, ed. by E. Earle Bilis (and) Max Wilcox 
{dinburgh, 1969], pp. 167-180, especially pp. 159, and idem, “Der 
wiedergefundene Markusschluss?” Zeitechrift fir Theologie und Kirche, 
χνει [1970], pp. 3-15, especially pp. ΒΓ). 

* For their identity see Eenest C. Colwell in Journal of Biblical Litero- 
‘ture, τιν (1987), pp, 369-386. 
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seripts (written ap. 897 and 4.p. 913).? Clement of Alexandria 
and Origen show no knowledge of the existence of these verses; 
furthermore Eusebius and Jerome attest that the passage was 
absent from almost all Greek copies of Mark known to them. 
‘The original form of the Eusebian sections (drawn up by 
Ammonius) makes no provision for numbering sections of the 
text after 16.8. Not a few manuscripts which contain the 
passage have scribal notes stating that older Greek copies lack 
it, and in other witnesses the passage is marked with asterisks 
or obcli, the conventional signs used by copyists to indicate αὶ 
spurious addition to a document. 

(2) Several witnesses, including four uncial Greek manu- 
scripts of the seventh, eighth, and ninth centuries (1, Ψ 099 
0112), as well as Old Latin k, the margin of the Harclean Syriac, 
several Sahidic and Bohairic munuscripts,! and not a few 
Ethiopic manuseripts,? continue after verse 8 as follows (with 
trifling variations): “But they reported briefly to Peter and 


ὁ Tehas often boon stated that three Ethiopie manuseripts, now in the Bri 
ish Musou, lack the last twelve verses of Mark, This statement, made 
originally by D. 8. Margoliouth and reported by William Sunday in his 
Appendices ad Novum Testamentum Stephanicum (Oxford, 1889), p. 196, 
is erroneous; for detaile see the prevent. writer’s article, “Phe Ending 
οἱ the Gospel according to Mark in Ethiopie Manuscripts,” contetbuted 
to the forthcoming Festschrift for Morton Seott Enslin (Understanding 
the Sacred Tezt, ed. by John Reumann εἰ αἱ. [Valley Forge, Pa., ¢. 1972). 

‘The Arabic manuscript, Rom. Vat. Arab, 13, has sometimes been 
cited (¢. g. by Tisehendorf and Tregelles) as « witness for the form of the 
Gospel which ends at ver. & Since, however, through an accidental Joos 
‘of leaves the original hand of the manuscript breaks off just before the 
end of Mk 16.8, its testimony is without significance in discussing. the 
textual problem. See F.C. Burkitt, “Arabic Versions,” Hastings’ Dic- 
onary of the Bible, 4, p. 196, foot οἱ eol. ἃ, and C. R. Williams, The 
Appendices to the Gospel according (o Mark (= Transactions of the Connecticut 
‘Academy of Arts and Sciences, xvu1; New Haven, 1913), pp. 308-399, 

“See P. E, Kahle, “The Ead of St, Mark's Gospel. The Witness of the 
Coptie Versious,” Journal of Theological Studies, na. νι (1951), pp. 49-57 

* See the article mentioned in footnote 3 above 
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those with him all that they had been told. And after this 
Jesus himself sent out by means of them, from east to west, 
the sacred and imperishable proclamation of eternal salvation.” 
All of these witnesses except it* also continue with verses 9-20. 

(3) The traditional ending of Mark, so familiar through 
the AV and other translations of the Textus Receptus, is 
present in the vast number of witnesses, including A C D K X 
W AO Tl ¥ 099 0112 f* 28 33 al. The earliest patristic wit- 
nesses to part or all of the long ending are Irenaeus and the 
Diatessaron. Tt is not certain whether Justin Martyr was ac- 
quainted with the passuge; in his Apology (1.45) he includes 
five words that occur, in a different sequence, in ver. 20 (τοῦ 
λόγον τοῦ ἰσχυροῦ ὃν ἀπὸ ᾿Ιερουσαλὴμ of ἀπόστολοι αὐτοῦ 
ἐξελθόντες πανταχοῦ ἐκήρυξαν). 

(a) In the fourth century the traditional ending also ci 
lated, according to testimony preserved by Jerome, in an 
expanded form, preserved today in one Greck manuscript, 
Codex Washingtonianus includes the following after ver. 14: 
“And they excused themselves, suying, “This age of lawlessness 
and unbelief is under Satan, who does not allow the truth and 
power of God to prevail over the unclean things of the spirits 
{or, does not allow what lies under the unclean spirits to under- 
stand the truth and power of God]. Therefore reveal thy right- 
eousness now’—thus they spoke to Christ. And Christ replied 
to them, ‘The term of years of Satan’s power has been fulfilled, 
but other terrible things draw near. And for those who have 
sinned I was delivered over to death, that they may return to 
the truth and sin no more, in order that they may inherit the 
spiritual and incorruptible glory of righteousness which is in 
heaven.’ ” 

How should the evidence of each of these endings be evalu- 
ated? It is obvious that the expanded form of the long ending 
(4) has no claim to be original. Not only is the external evidence 
extremely limited, but the expansion contains several non- 
Markan words and expressions (including ὁ αἰὼν οὗτος, ἁμαρ- 
τάνω, ἀπολογέω, ἀληθινός, bootpédw) as well as several 
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that oocur nowhere else in the New Testament (δεινός, ὅρος, 
προσλέγω). The whole expansion has about it an unmistakable 
apocryphal flavor. It probably is the work of a second or third 
century seribe who wished to soften the severe condemnation 
of the Eleven in 16.14. 

The longer ending (3), though current in variety of wit- 
nesses, some of them ancient, must also be judged by internal 
evidence to be secondary. (a) The vocabulary and style of 
verses 9+20 are non-Markan (6, ¢. ἀπιστέω, βλάπτω, βεβαιόω, 
ἐπακολουθέω, θεάομαι, μετὰ ταῦτα, πορεύομαι, συνεργέω, 
ὕστερον are found nowhere else in Mark; and θανάσιμον and 
τοῖς μετ᾽ αὑτοῦ γενομένοις, as designations of the disciples, 
occur only here in the New Testament). (6) The connection 
between ver. 8 and verses 9-20 is so awkward that it is difficult, 
to believe that the evangelist intended the section to be 8 
continuation of the Gospel. Thus, the subject of ver. 8 is the 
women, whereas Jesus is the presumed subject in ver. 9; in 
vor. 9 Mary Magdalene is identified even though she has been 
mentioned only a few lines before (15.47 and 16.1); the other 
women of verses I-8 are now forgotien; the use of ἀναστὰς δὲ 
and the position of πρῶτον are appropriate at the beginning 
of a comprehensive narrative, but they are ill-suited in a. eon- 
tinuation of verses 1-8. In short, all these features. indicate 
that the section was added by someone who knew a form of 
Mark that ended abruptly with ver. 8 and who wished to supply 
more appropriate conclusion, In view of the inconcinnities 
between verses 1-8 and 9-20, itis unlikely that the long ending, 
‘was composed ad hoc to fill up an obvious gap; it is more likely 
that the section was excerpted from another document, dating 
perhaps from the first half of the second century. 

The internal evidence for the shorter ending (2) is decidedly 
against its being genuine." Besides containing a high pereentage 





+ For a full discussion of the Greck and Latin evidence for the endings 
of Mark, with 8 more favorable estimate of the originality af the shorter 
‘ending, See the article by Aland in the Festachrift for Matthew Black, 
referred to in footnote 1 of p. 122 above. 
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οἵ non-Markan words, its rhetorical tone differs totally from 
the simple style of Mark's Gospel. 

Finally it should be observed that the external evidence 
for the shorter ending (2) resolves itself into additional testi- 
mony supporting the omission of verses 9-20. No one who had 
‘available as the conclusion of the Second Gospel the twelve 
verses 9-20, 80 rich in interesting material, would have de- 
liberately replaced them with four lines of a colorless and 
generalized summary. Therefore, the documentary evidence 
supporting (2) should be added to that supporting (1). Thus 
on the basis of good external evidence and strong internal con- 
siderations it appears that the earliest ascertainable form of the 
Gospel of Mark ended with 16.87 At the same time, however, 
out of deference to the evident antiquity of the longer ending 
and its importance in the textual tradition of the Gospel, the 

Sommittee decided to include verses 9-20 as part of the text, 
but to enclose them within double square brackets to indicate 
that they are the work of an author other than the evangelist. 














Variant Reapines Wirain [Marx] 16.9-20 


Since the. passage 16.9-20 is lacking in the earlier and better 
manuscripts that normally serve to identify types of text, 
it is not always easy to make decisions among alternative 
readings. In any case it will be understood that the several 
levels of certainty ({A}, (BI, {C}) are within the framework 
of the initial decision relating to verses 9 to 20 as a whole. 


"Three possibilities ate open: (a) the evangelist intended to close his 
Gospel at this place; of (Ὁ) the Gospel was never finished; or, as seems 
most probable, (@) the Gospel accidentally lost its last leaf before it wan 
‘multiplied by transcription. 
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16.14 ἐγηγερμένον {A} 

The addition of ἐκ νεκρῶν was a natural expansion which 
many ἃ copyist would have been tempted to make after 
ἐγηγερμένον and which none would have deliberately ex- 
ised. 


16.14-15 ἐπίστευσαν. καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς (A) 


For the addition preserved in W, see section (4) in the 
‘comments on verses 9-20 above. 


16.17 λαλήσουσιν καιναῖς [Β] 


Although it is possible that καιναῖς may have been added 
in imitation of καινὴ διαθήκη and καινὸς ἄνθρωπος, it is more 
probable that it dropped out of several witnesses through 
homoeoteleuton with the following καὶ ἐν ταῖς li. 6. κἂν ταῖς], 


16.18 [καὶ ἐν ταῖς χερσὶν] ὄφεις [0] 


Although it is possible that the expression καὶ ἐν ταῖς χερσὶν 
was added in imitation of the account in Ac 28.3-6, majority 
of the Committee preferred to follow the Alexandrian group 
of witnesses, At the same time, in view of the absence of any 
good reason to account for the omission of the words from such 
witnesses as A Πρ W © IT f* 28 700 ite-99-1.0° yg gyre al, 
it was thought necessary to enclose them within square 
brackets. 


16.19 κύριος ᾿Ιησοῦς [0] 


Among the several titles applied to Jesus by the Church, 
the use of κύριος standing alone appears to be ἃ later develop- 
ment, more solemn than κύριος Ἰησοῦς. 
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16.20 σημείων. [Β] 


On the addition of ἀμῆν in most witnesses, see the comments 
on Mt 28.20. 


Srowrex ENDING 


For a discussion of the shorter ending, see the section (2) in 
the comments on verses 9-20 ubove. The reading "Inoods is 
to be preferred to the others, which are natural expansions, 
It is probable that from the beginning the shorter ending was 
provided with ἃ concluding ἀμήν, and that its absence from 
several witnesses (I. eop™™* ether ™) ig due either to tran- 
seriptional oversight or, more probably, to the feeling that 
ἀμήν is inappropriate when verses 9-20 follow. 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO LUKE 


ὩΣ ar 

Several copyists, dissatisfied that Luke makes no explicit 
‘mention of inspiration in connection with his writing the 
Gospel, added the words “it seemed good to me and to the 
Holy Spirit ... to write an orderly account’ (it!* vg! ™ goth). 
‘The supplement comes from Ac 15.28 ("it seemed good to the 
Holy Spirit and to us”). 


117 προελεύσεται {A} 


As between προελεύσεται and προσελεύσεται the Com- 
mittee was agreed that the context seems to require the former. 
‘The reading in B* C LJ* al is undoubtedly the result of seribal 
oversight, having arisen from the predominant frequency of 
the verb προσέρχεσθαι (which occurs 87 times in the New 
‘Testament, compared with ὃ occurrences of προέρχεσθαι). 


1.38 σοῦ {B} 


Although many fairly good witnesses (including A Ὁ Ὁ Θ᾽ 
most minuscules, followed by the ‘Textus Receptus) read after 
σοῦ the words εὐλογημένη σὺ ἐν γυναιξίν, it is probable that 
copyists inserted them here from ver. 42, where they are firmly 
attested. If the clause had been original in the present verse, 
there is no adequate reason why it should have been omitted 
from a wide diversity of early witnesses (including 8 BL W Vf 
565 700 1241 syr™! cop arm geo al). 


1.88. γεννώμενον |B} 

‘The words ἐκ σοῦ are apparently an early addition prompted 
by a desire for greater symmetry after the two preceding 
instances of the second person pronoun. ‘The expanded reading 
gained wide currency in the early church through Tatian’s 

129 
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Diatessaron. The reading x5 (literally “in thee”), for which 
Dionysius Barsalibi (died Χορ. 1171) argues vigorously in his 
commentary on Luke," is read by the earliest manuscripts of 
the Peshitta (the Curetonian and Sinaitie Syriae manuseripts 
are not extant here) and is adopted as the text in Pusey and 
Gwilliam’s critical edition. 








1.87 παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ [Β] 


Since the word ῥῆμα, reflecting the Hebrew 737, can mean 
“thing” as well as “word,” in the context the reading παρὰ τοῦ 
θεοῦ means, “No word [or promise] from God will be impossible 
{will fail” whereas the reading παρὰ τῷ θεῷ (or simply τῷ 
θεῷ) means, “With God nothing will prove impossible.” ‘The 
former reading, strongly supported by 8* B Ὁ LW = 566, 
was probably altered to the latter reading, in conformity with 
the Septuagint text of Gn 18.14, μὴ ἀδυνατεῖ παρὰ τῷ θεῷ 
ῥῆμα. 


1.46 Μαριάμ 18] 


‘Who is represented as the speaker of the Magnificat? Accord- 
ing to the overwhelming preponderance of evidence, comprising 
all Greek witnesses and almost all yersional and patristic 
witnesses, it was spoken by Mary. On the other hand, accord- 
ing to half a dozn witnesses, chiefly Latin, it was spoken by 
Elizabeth. ‘These latter witnesses are three Old Latin manu- 
scripts (namely ms. a of the fourth century [Elisabet], ms. b of 
the fifth century (lisabel}, and ms. I* of the seventh or eighth 
century [Elisabeth]), and three patristic writers ([renacus in 
his Against Heresies 1v.vii.1 according to the Armenian transla- 
tion and certain manuscripts of the Latin translation (but in 
u1x.1 all manuscripts read Mary]; Niceta, bishop of Remesiana 


λ See ΤΊ. Baarda, “Dionysios bar Saltbi and the Text of Luke 1.36,” 
Vipitiae Christianae, πνεῖ (1963), pp, 225-229 
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in Dacia (Yugoslavia; and Jerome’s translation of Origen’s 
that some (Greek?] manuscripts of Luke read Hlizalothy 
instead of Mary) 

How shall {his evidence be interpreted? ‘There are three 
possibilities: (1) The original text read simply Kal εἶπεν, 
Meyadivec..., and some copyists supplied Mary, and others 
sabeth (2) The name Blizabeth was present originally, but, 
Jecause of doctrinal considerations related to the veneration 
of the Virgin, most copyists changed it to Mary. (8) ‘The name 
Mary was present originally, but several copyists, assuming 
that the Magnificat was included in the subject of ἐπλήσθη 
πνεύματος ἁγίου (ver. 41), and noticing the use of αὐτῇ in 
ver. 56, changed Mary to Blizabeth, 

Although sympathetic to the supposition that perhaps neither 
name was present in the original text, the Committee was 

pressed by the overwhelming weight of external evidence, 
ἀν well as by the balance of internal probabilities, and therefore 
preferred to read Mapcdy as the subject of εἶπεν, 


















1.66 χεὶρ κυρίου ἦν [8] 

icing that the lust clause of the verse is an observa- 
ile by the evangelist (such occasional remarks are 
15; 7,39; 16.14; 20.20; 23.12), 
severtt Western witnesses (D.it™®0" syr) omit ἦν, thie 
bringing the clause within the question of those who had heard 
about Zechariah (“What then will this child be, for the hand 
of the Lord is with him?”), 








tion n 
charagterist 














1.88. κύριος [8] 
The absence of κύριος in several witnesses is probably the 
result of setibal oversight, occasioned by homocoteleuton. 


2 For a bibliographical survey of the chief arguments, seo R. Taurentin 
Ἰο Biblion, xxxemn (1987); pp. 15-23, 
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1.70 τῶν ἁγίων ἀπ᾿ αἰῶνος προφητῶν αὐτοῦ [8] 

ὉΓ the four readings, the more difficult are τῶν ἁγίων ἀπ᾿ 
αἰῶνος προφητῶν αὐτοῦ and τῶν ἁγίων ἀπ᾽ αἰῶνος αὐτοῦ 
προφητῶν, both of which invite scribal amelioration. Of these 
two readings, the former is the better attested. 


1.74 ἐκ χειρὸς ἐχθρῶν [0] 

! The addition of ἡμῶν is a natural expansion, particularly 
in view of ἐξ ἐχθρῶν ἡμῶν in ver. 71. The readings with τῶν 
or πάντων are obviously secondary. 

1.18. ἐπισκέψεται [0] 


‘The future tense ἐπισκέψεται, supported by a variety of 
early witnesses, was probably altered to the aorist in conformity 
with, ver, 68, thus beginning and closing the canticle with 
ἐπεσκέψατο. 





3.9. καί (1) [0] 


On the one hand, the reading καὶ Wot is in harmony with 
the solemn style of Luke in chaps, 1 and 2 (where ἰδού occurs 
ten times). On the other hand, however, itis difficult to imagine 
why, if ἰδού wore present originally, copyists would have 
omitted it. “The Committee preferred the shorter reading 
attested as it is by a variety of good authorities ‘ 











3.11 Χριστὸς κύριος {A} 

__ The combination Χριστὸς κύριος, which occurs nowhere else 
in the New Testament,! seems to have been quite deliberately 
used by Luke instend of the much more frequent Χριστὸς 
κυρίου. It was to be expected that copyists, struck by the 
unusuai collocation, should have introduced various modifiea- 
tions, none of which has significant external attestation. 








"The combination oscurs by erat (iatend of Χριστὸς κερίουν in 
‘the Septuagint translation of Lm 4.20 and in Ps Sol 17.32. va 
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5.14. ἐν ἀνθρώποις εὐδοκίας {B} 
‘The difference between the AV, “Glory to God in the high- 

est, and on earth peace, good will toward men,” and the 
RSV, 

“Glory to God in the highest, 

and on earth peace among men with whom he is pleased!”” 
is not merely a matter of exegesis of the meaning of the Greek, 
but is first of all one of text eriticism. Does the Angelie Hymn 
close with εὐδοκία or ebdoxias? 

The genitive case, which is the more difficult reading, is 
supported by the oldest representatives of the Alexandrian 
and the Western groups of witnesses, The rise of the nominative 
reading can be explained either as an amelioration of the sense 
or as a palacographical oversight (at the end of a line εὐδοκίας 
‘would differ from εὐδοκία only by the presence of the smallest 
possible lunar sigma, little more than a point, for which it 
might have been takeh—thus €yAoxia’) 

‘The meaning seems to be, not that divine peace ean be be- 
stowed only where human good will is already present, but 
that at the birth of the Saviour God's peace rests on those 
whom he has chosen in acoord with his good pleasure? Prior 
to the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls it was sometimes 
argued that “men of |God’s} good pleasure” is an unusual, 
if ποὺ impossible, expression in Hebrew. Now, however, that 
equivalent expressions have turned up in Hebrew! in several 
Qumran Hymns (“the sone of his [God's| good pleasure,” 
1 QH ἵν 326; x19; and “the elect of his [God's] good pleasure," 
vili.6), it can be regarded as a genuinely Semitic construction 
in a section of Luke (chaps. 1 and 2) characterized by Semitini 
constructions. 





It should be noted that the Sahldic version employs the possessive 
pronoun, “And peace upon earth among men of his desire (pleasurel.” 

> According to J. A. Fitemyer, S.J. (Theological Studies, xxx {1868}, 
pp. 225-227) the expression “among men of {his} good pleasure” has 
been found also in an Aramaic fragment from Qumran, 
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2.15 of ποιμένες [Ὁ] 


It is exceedingly difficult to decide whether the phrase καὶ οἱ 
ἄνθρωποι before οἱ ποιμένες is a stylistic insertion made in 
order to sharpen the contrast between men and angels, or 
whether it dropped out accidentally owing to homocoteleuton 
οιαγγελοιοιαν θρωποιοιποιμένες), The fact that the 
longer reading is characteristically Iukan in style argues 
Strongly in its favor. On the other hand, however, the external 
evidence in support of the shorter reading is noticeably superior 
in age, quality, and diversity of text-type. Faced with such an 
even balance of conflicting considerations, a majority of the 
Committee preferred to make a decision on the basis of pre- 
ponderance of external attestation, 





3.58. αὐτῶν [0] 


‘The reading αὐτῶν, which is by far the best attested reading, 
is difficult, for the Law prescribes no ritual of purification for 
the husband. The reading αὐτῆς (which, in the editions of 
‘Theodore Beas, lies behind the AV) is a late correction made 
by Δ. punctitious seribe. The Western reading αὐτοῦ can be 
regarded as a transcriptional error for αὐτῶν (in cursive Greek 
Seript the pronoun was abbreviated abr with the termination 
expressed by a “‘shorthand”’ stroke), or as a deliberate modifica- 
tion, introduced because afterwards (ver. 27) Jesus is the 
object of the presentation in the Temple. 











3.88. ὁ πατὴρ αὐτοῦ καὶ ἡ μήτηρ [Β] 

In order (o safeguard the doctrine of the virgin birth of Jesus, 
ὁ πατήρ was replaced by Ἰωσήφ in a variety of witnesses, 
some of them ancient (Old Latin, Gothie, and the Diatessaron). 
Other witnesses added αὐτοῦ after μήτηρ, either for stylistic 
balance with ὁ πατὴρ αὐτοῦ, (as 8* L 157 al), or by transfer 
when ὁ πατὴρ was replaced by Ἰωσήφ. Besides a number of 
singular readings, Ἰωσὴφ ὁ πατὴρ αὐτοῦ καὶ ἡ μήτηρ αὐτοῦ 
(157 eth) is an obvious conflation. 
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2.38 Ἰερουσαλήμ [Β] 
reading Ἰ i he other 
Ἱερουσαλήμ best explains the rise of the oth 
ae the insertion of ἐν relieves the grammatical ambiguity, 
and the substitution of Ἰσραήλ enhances the theological im- 
plications of the passage. 
3.41 οἱ γονεῖς αὐτοῦ 
‘ine of the virgin 
the interest of safeguarding the doctrine of the virgin 
ὑμὴν «τον copyists and translators replaced οἱ γονεῖς αὐτοῦ 
with the proper names ὅ τε Ἰωσὴφ καὶ ἡ Μαριάμ (1012 
itv! [ite add mater δέω] Dietessaron'). (See also the 
comments on verses 33 and 43.) 


2.43 οἱ γονεῖς 
As in verses 38 and 41, in order to safeguard a eins εἰ 
cat Ξ topes (i ἘΌΝ 

the virgin birth eopyists replaced οἱ γονεῖς ( 

33 157 1241 al) with Ἰωσὴφ καὶ ἡ unrge (ACK TAATIV 

28 543 565 892 1071 1424). 


3.1 τετρααρχοῦντος (ler) 
See the comments on Ac 13.1 


3.9. καρπὸν καλόν [0] 

‘The parallel in Mt 8.10 reads καρπὸν καλόν, though syr* 
and Irenacus'** omit καλόν (compare also Jesus’ teaching 
about καρπὸν καλόν in Mt 7.19). It can be argued ‘that, heel 
(and perhaps also in Mt 3.10) the shorter reading is See 
‘most. witnesses having added καλόν to accommodate John’s 
saying to the dominical teaching. On the other hand, however, 
the omission of καλόν improves the sense (every unfruitful 
tree—not only the one that does not bring forth good ὌΠ 
is to be σαὶ down), and the overwhelming weight of the oe 
‘evidence supports the reading adopted by a majority of the 
Committee. 











186 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


3.19. τετραάρχης 


Sce the comments on Ae 13.1, 


8.22 Σὺ el ὁ vids μου ὁ ἀγαπητός, ἐν σοὶ εὐδόκησα [0] 
The Western reuding, “This day T have begotten thee,” 
which was widely current during the first three centuries, 
appears to be secondary, derived from Ps 2.7. The use of the 
third person (“This is... in whom...”) in a fow witnesses 
is an obvious assimilation to the Mutthean form of the 
a form of the saying 


8.38. Ladd [Β] 


‘The original reading appears to be Σαλά (pf N* B syr=m! 
opm" eth), which copyists later assimilated to Σαλμών, 
the reading of both the Matthean parallel (Mt 1,4-5) and the 
Septuagint of 1 Chr 2.11, or to Σαλμάν, the reading of ms. B 
at Ru 4.201, (Σαλμών, ms. A). In view of the early tradition 
that Luke was a Syrian of Antioch it is perhaps significant that 
the form Σαλά appears to embody a Syriac tradition (the 
Peshitta version of Ru 4.201. reads 2x). 





3.85. τοῦ ᾿Αμιναδὰβ τοῦ ᾿Αδμὶν τοῦ ᾿Αρνί [0] 
'aced with a bewildering variety of reaclings, the Committee 
adopted what seems to be the least unsatisfactory form of text, 


Ὁ reading that was current in the Alexandrian church at an 
early period.? 








* At the mame time, bowover, one oF another of εἰν 
, bowever, one oF variant readin 
that present four rather than three names, despite the lafrce exten 
Attestation foreach mech reaing ἦν attractive from the polit of ves οἱ 
interoal considerations. With four names the entee genalogy fall ato 
‘au arlnically planed patter, even. more labore tant’ Mathers 
ὡξ Mt 117); ths, from Adam to Abrabam, 3 27 generations tows 
ἴοι to David, 23°7 gnerations ro Nathan to Slat! ὥτε τοῖον 

XT reversions; rom Zara (poate) to desig 3x7 κεσεπ ἴσας, 
Imaking ἃ tll of 117. of 7 gnertions from Ada τὸ lose 
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4.4. ἄνθρωπος {B} 

‘The shortest reading, which has good and early support, 
must be original; the longer forms of text have been assimilated 
by copyists to the Matthean parallel (Mt 4.4) or to the 
Septuagint of Dt 83, either verbatim or according to the 
general sense. If any of the longer forms of text had been 
original, its omission from δὲ B 1, W 1241 sy1* cop would be 
‘unaccountable. 


45:12 


In order to bring Luke's account of the Temptation into 
hurmony with the sequence of temptations in Matthew (4.5-11), 
‘several Old Latin witnesses (it?*-'""), at least one Vulgate 
manuscript (G), and Ambrose in his Commentary on the 
Gospel According to Luke,! transpose verses 5-8 to follow verses 
12, 


4.17 ἀναπτύξας (C} 

Since the synagogal copies of Old Testament. books were in 
scroll form, the use of the verb “to unroll" is highly appropriate 
Although copyists may have introduced ἀναπτύξας us a pedantic 
correlative to πτύξας in ver. 20, it is more probable that, being 
accustomed to hooks in codex (or leaf) form, they introduced 
the frequently used verb ἀνοΐγειν, “'to open,” as an explanatory 
substitution for ἀναπτύσσειν (which occurs only here in the 
New Testament). 


4.44. εἰς τὰς συναγωγὰς τῆς Ιουδαίας [8] 


In view of Luke's earlicr reference (in yer. 14) to the beginning 
of Jesus’ Galilean ministry, the reading τῆς ᾿Ιουδαίας (Ὁ 8 
BC ΤΡ 892 Lect syr*" al) is obviously the more difficult, 





ὁ Bzporitio Reangelii secundiem Lucan, ed. by C. Schenk! in Corpus 
Scriptorum Eedlesiasticorum Latinorum, coat, pars iv [=i] (Vienna, 
1902), pp. 149-156. 
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and copyists have corrected it to τῆς Γαλιλαίας in accord 
with the parallels jn Mt 4.23 and Mk 1.39, Another attempt to 
avoid the difficulty was the substitution of τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων 
(W 1). As for the variation in prepositions, the use here of 
εἰς is pregnant (“Jesus went into and preached in”) and 
is to be preferred to the more commonpluce ἐν. 


5.17 of ἦσαν ἐληλυθότες [ΟἹ 


The difficulty of the reading supported by the overwhelming 
mass of witnesses (according to which the enemies of Jesus 
had come from every village of Galilee, Judea, and Jerusalem) 
prompted some copyists to omit of altogether (ΜΓ 33) and 
others to replace it with δέ (D it sys"), so that it is the sick 
who have come from all parts to be healed, 








5AT αὐτόν [8] 


The failure to see that αὐτόν is the subject, not the object, 
of τὸ ἐᾶσθαι lod copyists to replace it with a plural form, as 
αὐτούς (A CD al), πάντας (K Cyril), αὐτοὺς πάντας (syr™'), 
or τοὺς ἀσθενούντας ([) 


5.28. οἱ (2) [0] 

Copyists who remembered the parallel account in Mk 2.18 
transformed the statement into a question. 
5.88 βλητέον [Β] 


‘The gerundive (the only verbal adjective in -réos which 
‘ceurs in the New Testament) was replaced in a few witnesses 
by βάλλουσιν of the Matthean parallel (9.17), from which also 
was derived the widespread interpolation καὶ ἀμφότεροι 
συντηροῦνται (or τηροῦνται). 


8.39 include verse [Β} 


The external attestation for the inclusion of the verse is 
almost overwhelming; its omission from several Western 
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witnesses may be due to the influence of Marcion, who rejected 
the statement because it seemed to give authority to the 
Old Testament, 


5.39 χρηστός [Β] 

‘The comparative degree of the adjective is probably a 
seribal emendation introduced in order to make the comparison 
more apparent. Actually, however, the point is that the 
prejudiced person does not even wish to try what is new (the 
Gospel), for he is satisfied that the old (the Law) is good. 


8.1. σαββάτῳ {C} 

In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, although 
σαββάτῳ δευτεροπρώτῳ is certainly the more difficult reading, 
it must not for that reason be adopted. ‘The word devrepo- 
πρῶτος occurs nowhere else, and appears to be a vor nulla 
that arose accidentally through a transcriptional blunder. 
(Perhaps some copyist introduced πρώτῳ as a correlative 
of ἐν ἑτέρῳ σαββάτῳ in ver. ὃ, and a second copyist, in view 
of 4.31, wrote δευτέρῳ, deleting πρώτῳ by using dots over 
the letters—which wus the customary way of cancelling a word, 
A subsequent transeriber, not noticing the dots, mistakenly 
combined the two words into,one, which he introduced into the 
text.) / 





6.1 καὶ ἤσθιον τοὺς στάχνας ψώχοντες ταῖς χερσίν [8] 

‘The reading adopted for the text seems to account, best, for 
the origin of the other readings, all of which, in one way or 
another, provide a more logical sequence. 


6.2 ἔξεστιν [8] 

‘The insertion οἵ ποιεῖν as a natural complement of ἔξεστιν 
is the kind of expansion which many a copyist would have 
been likely to make even without consciously assimilating the 
passage to the parallel in Matthew (12.2). 
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64 καὶ ἔδωκεν τοῖς per” αὐτοῦ {C} 


‘The addition of καί after ἔδωκεν, which enhances the point 
of the argument, seems to be secondary, the work of copyists 
who may or may not have been following the Markan parallel 
(2.26). No good reason ean be found to aecount for its omission 
if it had been in the text originally. 


65 


Codex Bezne transfers this verse after ver. 10, and in its 
place reads the following: τῇ αὐτῇ ἡμέρᾳ θεασάμενός τινα 
ἐργαζόμενον τῷ σαββάτῳ εἶπεν αὐτῷ, “λνθρωπε, εἰ μὲν olbas 
τί ποιεῖς, μακάριος εἶ: εἰ δὲ μὴ οἶδας, ἐπικατάρατος καὶ 
παραβάτης εἶ τοῦ νόμου (“On the same day he saw a man 
working on the sabbath and said to him, ‘Man, if you know 
what you are doing, you are blessed; but if you do not know, 
you are accursed and a transgressor of the law’ "). The scribe 
(or editor) of D thus makes Luke enumerate three incidents 
concerning Jesus and the sabbath, and climaxes the series 
with the pronouncement concerning the sovereignty of the 
Son of man over the sabbath, 


6.5 τοῦ σαββάτον ὁ vids τοῦ ἀνθρώπον {C} 


It is rather more probable that copyists inserted καί before 
τοῦ σαββάτον, thus giving more point to the saying (and 
assimilating it to the parallel in Mk 2.28), than that καί should 
have heen deleted from carly representatives of several text- 
types. The non-Markan word order is likewise to be preferred. 


810. εἶπεν [0] 


Several groups of witnesses assimilate the account to the 
Markan parallel (Mk 3.5) by adding ἐν ὀργῇ (or wer’ ὀργῆς), 
phrase which, in the opinion of a majority of the Committee. 
Luke is not likely to have used (from a sense of reverence) 
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8.16. ᾿ἸΙσκαριώθ [0] 
See the comments on Mt 10.4. 


5.26 πάντες of ἄνθρωποι [0] 
Although copyists may have added πάντες in order τὸ in- 
crease the force of the pronouncement, it is more probable 
that the word (which is ἃ favorite of Luke's) was omitted in 
transcription, perhaps becuuse it was felt to be inconsistent 
swith the other member of the comparison (οἱ πατέρες αὐτῶν". 


6.31 ποιεῖτε [0] 

The shorter reading, supported by a diversity οἱ early 
witnesses, is preferable to the longer readings, which appear 
to be, in various ways, scribal assimilations to the wording of 
the Matthean parallel (Mt 7.12), 





8.86. μηδέν [0] 

‘The reading μηδένα ἀπελπίζοντες (“despairing of no one"), 
which introduces into the context an alien motive, appears to 
have arisen in transcription, the result of dittography. 





6.38 ᾧ γὰρ μέτρῳ {C} 

‘The reading adopted for the text is supported by representa 
tives of widely diversified witnesses. The addition of αὐτῷ. 
(“with the very measure that you measure. ,.”) seems to 
reflect a desire for punctilious refinement more characteristic 
of copyists than of the evangelist, 


8.45 πῶς [0] 
‘The abruptness of the text preserved inp" B itt syr* 

cop? was relieved in most witnesses by the 

(as in the parallel Mt 7.4) or δὲ (Ν 892) or Kai 
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648 διὰ τὸ καλῶς οἰκοδομῆσθαι αὐτήν [Β] 


‘The distinctively Lukan clause assigning the reason for the 
Permanence of the house (“because it had been well built”), 
which corresponds to the earlier statement concerning the 
builder's industry (‘dug deep, and laid the foundation upon 
rock”), was supplanted by copyists who preferred the reason 
given by Matthew (“for it was founded upon the rock,” 
Mt 7.25). The omission of the clause in several witnesses 
(p**""* 700 syr*) is the result of accidental oversight occasioned 
by homocoteleuton (abriy . . . αὐτήν). 


7.1 ἰαθήτω {C} 


‘The more peremptory tone of the imperative ἐαθήτω was 
softened by seribal assimilation to the Mutthean ἰαθήσεται, 
(Mt 8.8). 


7.10 δοῦλον [0] 


It is difficult to decide whether ἀσθενοῦντα was addled, in 
storytelling fashion, to identify the servant, or whether it 
was deleted as either superfluous or contradictory with dycal- 
vovra. Faced with this balance of considerations, the Com- 
mittee gave primary consideration to external evidence and 
adopted the reading supported by p* 8 BL W700 αἱ. 








ταν. τῷ ἑξῆς [0] 


With ἐν τῇ ἐξῆς the reader is to supply ἡμέρᾳ (“on the next 
day”); with ἐν τῷ ἐξῆς one supplies χρόνῳ ("soon| after 
ward"), Elsewhere, however, when Luke writes τῇ ἑξῆς he 
does not prefix ἐν (Lk 9.37; Ac 211; 25.17: 27.18); on the 
other hand, when χρόνῳ is to be understood, Luke uses ἐν τῷ. 
καθεξῆς (Lk 8.1). On the whole, it is more probable that the 
less definite expression of time would be altered to the more 
definite than vice versa. Likewise the external evidence ‘sup- 
porting τῷ ἑξῆς is slightly better than that supporting τῇ ἐξῆς, 
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ται αὐτοῦ [0] 


Considerations of transcriptional and intrinsic probabilities 
seem to suggest the originality of ἱκανοί. The word may have 
been omitted by copyists cither deliberately (the expression 
“οὗ ἱκανοί is unusual and occurs nowhere 
‘estament) or accidentally (in view of the following 
καὶ). Furthermore, the word is a favorite of Luke (it occurs 
27 times in Luke-Acts out of a total of 40 occurrences in the 
New Testament). On the other hand, however, sinee the 
external evidence in support of αὐτοῦ without. ἱκανοί is excellent 
in respect of age and diversity of text-type, with some hesita- 
tion a majority of the Committee decided to adopt. the shorter 
reading. 












Τα κύριον {C} 

Since it is not likely that copyists would have deleted the 
name Ἰησοῦν, and since κύριος is in accord with Lukan style, 
the Committee preferred the reading κύριον. 


1.28 ὑπάρχοντες 


In the interest of intensifying the statement, a number of 
witnesses (DK ΠῚ 28 506 565 1010 al) have replaced ὑπ- 
&pxotres (which is a Lukan favorite) with διάγοντες, 


1.28 λέγω [0] 

‘The reading which seems to explain best the rise of the 
others is the asyndetic λέγω; the abruptness was softened by 
inserting ἀμήν or δέ or γάρ. 


7.28 γυναικῶν [0] 

It is very difficult to decide whether προφήτης was inserted 
by a pedantic copyist who wished thereby to exclude Christ 
from the comparison, or whether it was omitted by assimilation 
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to the Mutthean parallel (11.11). On the whole the external 
evidence seems to favor the shorter text. 


729 προφήτης {C} 

The insertion of the article before προφήτης (in B Z) is 
aan exegetical allusion to “the Prophet” predicted in Dt 18.15; 
compare Jn 1.21; 6.14; 7.40. 





742 πλεῖον ἀγαπήσει αὐτόν [0] 


Although εἶπε (which softens the abruptness of the question) 
might have been omitted through seribal oversight (ef. the 
erroneous ἐπί of A), the external evidence in support of the 
word is not particularly impressive, being chiotly of the Byzan- 
tine type of text, followed by the Textus Receptus. Attempts 
tat stylistic improvement account for the several transpositions 
of αὐτόν; the absence of αὐτόν in A 1546 al appears to be 
accidental. On the basis of superiority of external attestation 
the Committee preferred the shorter text read by p"“ 8 BL 
WE Ψ 892 1241 aye αἱ. 








8.8 αὐτοῖς [B} 


‘The plural is supported by good representatives of the 
Alexandrian, Western, and Caesarean text-types; the singular 
(compare Mt 27.55; Mk 15.41) appears to he a Christocentrie 
correction, due perhaps to Marcion, 


8.5 τοῦ οὐρανοῦ [Β] 


‘The absence of τοῦ οὐρανοῦ from several witnesses, chiefly 
Western (DW its-4-tha syren), is due either to scribal 
assimilation to the parallels in Mt 13.4 and Mk 44, or to 
deliberate excision beeause the words seemed inappropriate in 
an allegorical reference to the devil (compare ver. 12). In any 
ease, Luke always adds τοῦ οὐρανοῦ to τὰ πετεινά (9.58; 
18.19; Ae 10.12; 11.8). 
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8.26 Γερασηνῶν (Dj 

Of the several variant readings, a majority of the Committee 
preferred Γερασηνῶν on the basis of (a) superior external 
attestation (carly representatives of both the Alexandrian and 
Western types of text), and (Ὁ) the probability that Ta- 
δαρηνῶν is a scribal assimilation to the prevailing text of 
‘Matthew (8.28), and that Γεργεσηνῶν is a correction, perhaps 
proposed originally by Origen (sce the comments on Mt 8.28). 


8.27 καὶ χρόνῳ ἱκανῷ 10] 

Is the phrase to be construed with what goes before (“who 
hhad demons for a long time”) or with what follows ("for a 
long time he had worn no clothes")? A majority of the Com- 
mittce was impressed by the external testimony (p" 8°" BL E 
33 1241 aye"! cop" eth) in support of the latter alternative. 





8.87 Γερασηνῶν [Ὁ] 
See the comments on ver. 26. 


8.43 ἥτις [ἰατροῖς προσαναλώσασα ὅλον τὸν βίον) [Ὁ] 

The clause ἰατροῖς προσαναλώσασα ὅλον τὸν βίον looks 
like a digest of Mk 5.26. The question is whether anyone except 
Luke himself would rewrite Mark in this way—with skillful 
condensation and the substitution of προσαναλώσασα (a hapax 
legomenon in the New Testament for δαπανήσασα). On the 
other hand, the carly and diversified evidence for the shorter 
text (p* Β (Ὁ) (5) syrr!™ cop™ arm geo) is well-nigh 
compelling. As a resolution of these conflicting conriderations 
‘a majority of the Committee decided to retain the words in 
the text but to enclose them within square brackets, indie 
doubt whether they have a right to stand there. 














8.44. ὄπισθεν ἥψατο τοῦ κρασπέδου [ΟἹ 
‘The words τοῦ κρασπέδου constitute one of the so-called 
minor agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark. ‘The 
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Committee regarded this as accidental and decided to follow 
the overwhelming weight of the external evidence supporting 
the inclusion of the words 


8.45 Πέτρος {B} 

The addition of ‘and those with him” may be due to seribal 
harmonizing with Mark’s kal ἔλεγον αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ, 
or to an attempt to have Peter share the blame of rebuking 
Jesus. In any case, the weight of the testimony of p B sy: 
cop" supporting the shorter reading is too strong to be set aside. 





8.45 καὶ ἀποθλίβουσιν [0] 

Although it may be held that the omission of the clause 
“And you say, ‘Who touched me?! " was due to stylistic pruning 
by Alexandrian copyists, the diversity of wording in the several 
forms of the addition makes it probable that they represent 
seribal efforts at assimilation to the parallel account in Mk 








8.49. μηκέτι [0] 


‘The Committee preferred to follow the preponderant. weight 
of the combination of p"* 8 BD syr! *itk + cop™ Diatessaron!" 
al, which attests the less frequently used word μηκέτι (it 
oceurs nowhere else in Luke). 


9.1 δώδεκα [0] 


Luke apparently took over from Mark (6.7) the primitive 
appellation τοὺς δώδεκα, preserved in eatly representatives of 
the Alexandrian and the Western text-types. Later copyists 
either added or substituted μαθητάς (compare the parallel in 
Mt 10.1), or added ἀποστόλους, with or without αὐτοῦ. 





9.2 ἰᾶσθαι [τοὺς ἀσθενεῖς} [0] 


Impressed by the concurrence of Band sy“ in supporting 
the shorter text, the Committee was somewhat inclined to 
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regard the other forms of text as seribal expansions introduced 
in order to relieve the abruptness of the simple verb. At the 
same time, however, the evidence of the Old Syriac is weakened 
by its reading “the infirm" as the object of “heal” at the close 
of ver. |. Likewise, in Luke ἑάομαι, except: when passive, always 
has « direct object. Faced with these conflicting data, the 
Commitice decided that the least unsatisfactory solution was 
to include the words τοὺς ἀσθενεῖς (supported by 8 A D I. 
= W fal) in the text, but to enclose them within square 
brackets indicating doubt. that they have a right to stand there, 








9.3 [ἀνὰ] δύο [0] 


The reading with ἀνά appears to be an clucidation of the 
meaning implicit in the context (ἰ. 6. not simply that the 
‘Twelve but that no individual should have two coats); but. was 
inally by Luke or by later copyists? 
exandrian seribes, taking for granted that readers 
would correctly understand the passage, delete ἀνά in accord 
with the parallels (Mt 10.10; Mk 6.9)? To reflect: these alterna- 
tive possibilities, the Committee decided to include the word 
in the text but to enclose it within square brackets. (Among 
the versions only ἦτ syr® and goth express the foree of ἀνά; 
but whether the others simply omit to render the word or 
whether they rest upon a Greek text that lacked it, it is difficult 
to say, Syr* reads “and not even two coats,” 












9.7 τετραάρχης 
See the comments on Ac 13.1. 


9.23 καὶ ἀράτω τὸν σταυρὸν αὐτοῦ καθ᾽ ἡμέραν 
‘The absence of this clause from D its! is probably due to 
seribal oversight, occasioned by homoeoarcton (καλὰ... KALA). 
‘The phrase καθ᾽ ἡμέραν, which is attested by p? 8* A B 
K LMR @ ZT 1 13 33 69 124 131 vg gyre sich © 
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cop" goth arm (eth) ancient manuseripts<=s 
Jacking in CD EF GHSU VX Γ ΔΑ many minuscules 
itevectl syrN™* Origen, Tt is less likely that the words 

ere introduced by seribes from 1 Cor 15.31 than that they 
were omitted due to influence from the parallel passages (Mt 
16.24; Mk 8.34). 








9.26 λόγους [8] 
See the comments on Mk 8.38. 


9.85 ἐκλελεγμένος {B} 


The original Lukan reading is undoubtedly ἐκλελεγμένος, 
which occurs in a quasi-technical sense only here in the New 
Testament. The other readings, involving more usual expres: 
sions, are due to seribal assimilation (ἐκλεκτός, 23,35; ἀγαπητός, 
Mk 9.7; Lk 3.22; ἀγαπητόν, ἐν ᾧ εὐδόκησα, Mt 17.5). 





947 εἰδώς [0] 

Although it is difficult to make ἃ confident decision between 
εἰδὼς (“knowing”) und ἰδών (“seeing”), a majority of the 
Committee preferred the reading attested by both carly 
Alexandrian (8 B) and Antiochian (syr) witnesses. (See 
also the comments on Mt 9.4.) 


9.54 αὐτούς [0] 

‘The reading ὡς καὶ ᾿Ηλίας ἐποίησεν, us well as the longer 
readings in verses 55 and 56, had fairly wide circulation in 
parts of the ancient church. ‘The absence of the clauses, how- 
ever, from such early witnesses as p®" 8 BL Ξ 1241 it! syr* 
cop suggests that they are glosses derived from some 
extraneous souree, written or oral. 





9.55 αὐτοῖς [0] 


‘The additions to this verse (cal εἶπεν, Οὐκ οἴδατε ποίου 
πνεύματός ἐστε) and to ver. 56 (ὁ γὰρ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου οὐκ 
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ἦλθεν ψυχὰς ἀνθρώπων ἀπολέσαι ἀλλὰ σῶσαι) are somewhat 
less well attested than the addition to ver. 54 (see the com- 
ments on ver. 54). The addition to ver. 56 echoes Lk 1910 


(εἴ. Jn 3.17). 


9.89. [κύριε] (C} 

The omission of κύριε from B* D αντ' αἱ is puzaling; what 
motive would have prompted copyists to delete it? On the 
other hand, the word might well have been added, either from 
ver. 61 or from the parallel in Mt 8.21. Since, however, the 
absence of κύριε may have been due to a transcriptional blunder 
(εἰπὲ κε emiTpeyon), it was thought safer to retain the word 
in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets indicating 
doubt that it has a right to stand there, 


9.62 ἐπιβαλὼν τὴν χεῖρα ἐπ᾽ ἄροτρον καὶ βλέπων εἰς 
τὰ ὀπίσω [ΟἹ 





‘The curious variation in the order of the parti 
ὀπίσω βλέπων καὶ ἐπιβάλλων τὴν χεῖρα αὐτοῦ ἐπ᾽ ἄροτρον) 
in several witnesses (pi D ite e800 al) is probably due 
to seribal inadvertence; in any case, the reading scarcely 
makes sense. Although it may be argued that αὐτοῦ was 
deleted ‘by seribes for stylistic reasons (as not needed with 
parts of the body), a majority of the Committee was impressed 
by the weight of p* B 0181 ' al attesting its presence. 





9.62 τῇ βασιλείᾳ (C) 

‘The adjective εὔθετος can be construed with either the dative 
alone or with els and the accusative. The reading ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ 
seems to imply a different understanding of the logion (the 
man, though ir the kingdom, is not a useful member of the 
kingdom). In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, the 
reading which best accounts for the origin of the others is 
τῇ βασιλείᾳ. 
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10.1 ἑτέρους [0] 


Since internal probabilities are indecisive (copyists may 
have omitted καί as supertiuous or inserted it as explanatory), 
the Committee preferred the reading supported by 5 B syr* 
Dintessaron al. 


10.1, [δύο] (1) [ΟἹ 


Was it seventy or seventy-two whom Jesus appointed and 
sent on ahead of hii? The external evidence is almost evenly 
divided. On the one hand, the chief representatives of the 
Alexandrian and the Western groups, with most of the Old 
Latin and the Sinaitie Syriac, support the numeral “seventy- 
two.” On the other hand, other Alexandrian evidence of rela- 
tively great weight (& 1, A A Z) as well as Cuesarean witnesses 
(ρα [in ver, 17], and f%) join in support of the numeral 
“seventy,” 

‘The factors that bear on the evaluation of internal evidence 
aure singularly elusive, Does the account of the sending of 70 
ot 72 disciples have a symbolic import, and, if s0, which 
umber seems to be better suited to express that symbolism? 
‘The answers to this question are almost without number, 
depending upon what one assumes to be the symbolism in- 
tended by Jesus and/or the evangelist and/or those who 
transmitted the account.' In order to represent the balance of 
external evidence and the indecisiveness of internal considera- 
tions, a majority of the Committee decided to include the word 
δύο in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets 10 
indicate a certain doubt that it has a right to stand there? 











“It is often assumed, for example, that the syinbolism is intended to 
allude to the future proctamation of the gospel to all of the countries of 
the world, But even in this case there is uncertaincy, for in the Hebrew 
text of Genesis 11 the several nations of earth total seventy, whereas in 
the Greek Septuagint the enumeration comes to seventy-two, 

Ὁ For a fuller discussion of the external evidence and internal prob- 
abilities, as well as a list of about twenty instances from ancient Jewish 
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[The concept of “70” is an established entity in the Septuagint 
and in Christian tradition, The number of examples of 70” 
in the Old ‘Testament is overwhelming: there are always 70 
souls in the house of Jacob, 70 elders, sons, priests, and 70 years 
that are mentioned in chronological references to important 
events. The number 72 appears only once, where, amid many 
other numbers, 72 cattle are set aside for a sacrificial offering 
(Num 31.38). If 72 occurs in the Letter of Aristeas (as the 
number of translators of the Septuagint) as well as in ΠῚ Enoch, 
these sporadic instances are not to be compared in significance 
with the tradition involving 70. 

Consequently it is astonishing that the reading ἑβδομήκοντα 
460 occurs at all in 10.1 and 17, and that it has such strong 
support. A reading that in the Gospels has in its support p' 
B Ὁ, the Old Syriac, tho Old Latin, ete., ete. is ordinarily 
regarded at once as the original reading. If in addition the 
opposing reading lies under the suspicion of ecclesiastical 
“normalizing,” the testimony becomes irrefutable, The opposing 
witnesses represent entirely an eeclesiastical normalizing. That 
they are in the majority is altogether understundable; if they 
are ancient, this only proves how early the normalising provess 
began to operate. For these reasons ἑβδομήκοντα δύο should 
be printed without square brackets. ΚΑ} 








10.15 καταβήσῃ [Ὁ] 

It is difficult to decide between the merits of καταβήσῃ 
and καταβιβασθήσῃ. Did copyists heighten the sense of the 
saying by replacing the former word with the latter; or did 
they replace the more rare verb (καταβιβάζεσθαι) with the 
much more usual verb (καταβαίνειν), thus also assimilating 
the quotation to the text of the Septuagint? A majority of the 
Committee, impressed by the superior external testimony of ᾽ν 
literature involving etther 70 or 72, see the chapter entitled, “Seventy 
oe Seventy-twa Disciples?” in Metager's Historia and Literury Studies, 
Papan, Jewish, and Christian (Laiden and Grand Rapids, 1968), pp. 67-76. 
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B Ὁ al, adopted καταβήσῃ. (See also the comments on Mt 
11.23.) 


10.17 [δύο] [0] 


See the comments on ver. | 


10.21 [ἐν] τῷ πνεύματι τῷ ἁγίῳ [0] 

‘The strangeness of the expression “exulted in the Holy 
Spirit”’ (for which there is no parallel in the Scriptures) may 
have led to the omission of τῷ ἁγίῳ from p* AW AW f# 
itt goth Clement al. The varying positions of ὁ Ἰησοῦς, as 
well as the absence of the words from the eurliest witnesses, 
condemn them ns secondary. Since the Septuagint frequently 
construes ἀγαλλιᾶσθαι with a preposition (ἐν or ἐπί), the 

ommittee decided to retain the ἐν but, in view of its absence 
from such witnesses as p”* A BC ΔΘ Ψ ff 28 565 700 al, 
to enclose it within square brackets. 


10.22 πάντα |B} 


The reading καὶ στραφεὶς πρὸς robs μαθητὰς εἶπεν (A C 
K WX Δ θ Ψ 28 565 ie sy goth al) is doubtless 
secondary, derived from ver, 23 and introduced by copyists 
in order to smooth the abrupt transition from Jesus’ prayer 
(ver. 21) to his statemont to the disciples (ver. 22). Not only 
is such a mechanical repetition foreign to Luke's style, but one 
does not turn to the same persons twiee (the presence of κατ᾽ 
ἰδίαν in ver, 23 makes no significant difference to the meaning 
of στραφείς, for the prepositional phrase is probably to be 
taken with εἶπεν). 


10.32 [γενόμενος] κατὰ τὸν τόπον ἐλθών 


‘The participle γενόμενος, read by p* ACD EGH KM 
SUV WIA ® A and most minuscules, is absent from p™ 8° 
lowing to homoeoteleuton 8* omits the entire verse] BL 
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0100 7) 28 33 700 al. The participle ἐλθών, read by p* Μ΄ Β ΘῈ 
GHK MSUVWIA@ Δ Ξ and many minuscules, is absent, 
from p® D Π 63 68 114 243 258 265 270 482 489 726 990 1200 
1219 1375 al. It is difficult to decide whether the longer text, 
being redundant, was shortened by copyists, some of whom. 
deleted γενόμενος and others ἐλθών, or whether the longer 
text is the result of conflation, In view of the collocation 
γενόμενοι κατά in Ae 27.7, a minority of the Committee 
preferred the reading γενόμενος κατὰ as a Lukan expression; 
at the same time, in view of the divided attestation for and 
against ἐλθών, they preferred to enclose that word within 
square brackets, The majority of the Committee, however, 
impressed by what was taken as superior manuscript support, 
preferred to retain ἐλθών in the text without brackets; and, 
being reluctant to identify γενέσθαι κατά a8 a special Lukan 
collocation, thought it necessary, in view of the weight of the 
witnesses that omit γενόμενος, to enclose this word within 
quare brackets. 


10.88 αὐτόν [6] 

No motive is apparent for the deletion of the phrase “{re- 
ceived him] into her house’ if it were present in the text 
originally. On the other hand, the bold and bare ὑπεδέξατο 
αὐτόν séems to call for some appropriate addition, which 
copyists supplied in various forms, some introducing οἰκίαν, 
others οἶκον, and each with or without αὐτῆς, ἑαυτῆς, or 
αὐτοῖς. 


1041-42 μεριμνᾷς καὶ θορυβάζῃ περὶ πολλά, ἑνὸς δέ 
ἐστιν χρεία {C} 

The rare verb θορυβάζεσθαι (ρ᾽ “5: Ν ΒΟ Ὁ 1, WO fal) 
seems to havé given trouble to copyists, who repliced it with 
the more frequently used verb τυρβάζειν (A ΚΡ ΔΙ Ψ 
ΡῈ al). Most of the other variations seem to have arisen from 
understanding ἑνός to refer merely to the provisions which 
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Martha was then preparing for the meal; the absoluteness of 
ἑνός was softened by replacing it with ὀλέγων (preserved 
today only in 38 and several versions); and finally in some 
witnesses (including ρ᾽ 8 BL f* 38) the two were combined, 
though with disustrous results as to sense. The omission of 
both clauses (as well as γάρ after Μαριάμ) from it 
syr* (D retains only θορυβάζῃ) probably represents a deliberate 
excision of an incomprehensible passage, if it is not a sheer 
accident, perhaps oecasioned by homocoareton (Μάρθα... 
Μαριάμ) 









M2 λέγετε 


After λέγετε codex Bezae continues with an obvious i 
terpolation, derived from Mt 6.7; μὴ βαττολογεῖτε ὡς οἱ 
λοιποί, δοκοῦσιν γάρ τινὲς ὅτι ἐν τῇ πολυλογίᾳ αὐτῶν 
εἰσακουσθήσονται, ἀλλὰ προσευχόμενοι λέγετε. 





1.2 πάτερ [ΑΝ] 


In view of the liturgical usage of the Matthean form of the 
Lord’s Prayer, it is remarkable that such a variety of carly 
Wwitneswes managed to resist what must have been an exceedingly 
strong temptation to assimilate the Lukan text to the much 
more familiar Matthean form. It is not surprising, therefore, 
that the great majority of witnesses read Πάτερ ἡμῶν ὁ ἐν 
τοῖς οὐρανοῖς, as in Mt 6.9. 


11.2 ἐλθέτω ἡ βασιλεία σου 18] 

‘The most interesting variant reading in the Lukan form of 
the Lord's Prayer is the petition, “Thy holy Spirit come 
upon us and cleanse us,” preserved in substantially the same 
wording in two minuscule manuscripts (ἐλθέτω τὸ πνεῦμα cov 
τὸ ἅγιον ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς καὶ καθαρισάτω ἡμᾶς, ms. 700 of the eleventh 
century; ms. 162, dated a.p. 1158, agrees except for the sequence 
σου τὸ πνεῦμα and the omission of ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς). That the same 
reading was current in copies of Luke’s gospel during the 
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fourth and fifth centuries is proved by quotations of the peti- 
tion in the writings of Gregory of Nyssa in Cappadocia and 
‘Maximus of Turin. The former, in one of his homilies on the 
Lord’s Prayer, declares expressly that, instead of the petition 
concerning the coming of the kingdom, Luke has ἐλθέτω τὸ 
ἅγιον πνεῦμα cou ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς καὶ καθαρισάτω ἡμᾶς. Gregory's 
testimony is confirmed by Maximus who, in commenting on 
‘Mt 6.10, remarks that what Matthew speaks of as “kingdom,” 
another of the evangelists has called “Holy Spirit.” In proof 
οἵ such equivalence Maximus quotes (perhaps ftom Gregory) 
ἐλθέτω σου τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον καὶ καθαρισάτω ἡμᾶς. 

‘The earliest trace of such a petition is preserved by Ter- 
tullian who, in commenting rapidly on five of the petitions of 
the Lord’s Prayer in Luke (whether according to his own 
text, or Marcion’s, or both is uncertain), places first after the 
invocation to the Father a petition for the Holy Spirit, followed 
by a petition for God's kingdom. An early Western text 
(Marcion’s and/or Tertullian’s) must therefore have had the 
reading quoted by Gregory (or at least the first part of it), but it 
must have stood in plice of ἀγιασθήτω τὸ ὄνομά σου. Finally, 
codex Bere has been thought to preserve a remnant of the 
petition for the Spirit, for in this manuseript the petition 
ἁγιασθήτω ὄνομά σου (sic) is followed by ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς ἐλθέτω 
σον ἡ βασιλεία. 

How ‘shall this testimony be evaluated? First, it is by no 
means certain that ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς in codex Berae should be taken ae 
evidence of an earlier petition for the Holy Spirit; to pray 
that God's name may be hallowed upon us is entirely congruent 
with Old Testament references to causing the divine “name to 
dwell there” (e.g, Dt 12.11; 14.23; 16.6, 11, where the Septua- 
gint renders “or my name to be invoked there"). Furthermore, 
‘the evidence from ‘Tertullian comes from a treatise written 
during his Montanist: period, when he had a special fondness 
for texts pertaining to the Holy Spirit; in his earlier exposition 
of the Lord’s Prayer he betrays no knowledge of the existence of 
such a petition 
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Apparently, therefore, the variant reading is a liturgical 
adaptation’ of the original form of the Lord’s Prayer, used 
perhaps when celebrating the rite of baptism or the laying on 
of hands, The cleansing descent of the Holy Spirit is so definitely 
a Christian, ecclesiastical concept that one cannot understand 
why, if it were original in the prayer, it should have been 
supplanted in the overwhelming majority of the witnesses by 
concept originally much more Jewish in its piety. 


U2 cov (2) {A} 


After cov (2) the great majority of witnesses interpolate 
γενηθήτω τὸ θέλημά σου, ὡς ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς from 
Mt 6.10. If the Lukan text had originally contained these 
words, no good reuson can be suggested that accounts for their 
‘absence from such varied witnesses asp” BL 70 vg syr®* arm al, 


114 μὴ εἰσενέγκῃς ἡμᾶς 

Marcion apparently read μὴ ἀφῇς ἡμᾶς εἰσενεχθῆναι (“Do 
not allow us to be led into temptation”), ἃ theological ameliors- 
tion of the usual form of the petition. 


114 πειρασμόν {A} 


A variety of excellent witnesses (p" &*= B Lf! 700 vg syr* 
cop arm geo al) resisted the temptation to conform the 
text to the prevailing Matthean form of the Lord’s Prayer 
(Mt 6.13) 


11.10 ἀνοιγίήσ]εται [0] 
It is difficult to decide between ἀνοιγήσεται and ἀνοίγεται. 
On the one hand, the former reading may have arisen as the 


τ Compare the similar prayer in the Greek form of the Acts of Thomas, 
21, ἐλθὲ τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμα καὶ καθάρισον τοὺς νεφροὺς αὐτῶν καὶ rie 
καρδίαν αὐτῶν (Boonet’s ed, p. 143, ine 2). 
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result of seribal assimilation to the future tense at the end of 
ver. 9; on the other hand, the latter reading may be the result 
of assimilation to the present tense of ver. 10. In order to 
represent the balance of probabilities, a majority of the Com- 
mittee decided to print ἀνοιγίήσ]εται. 


1111 ἰχθύν [6] 


It ἴα difficult to decide (a) whether, like the Matthean δος 
count (7.9), Luke originally had two pairs of terms (but 
not the same two pairs as Matthew), and a third pair was 
incorporated from Matthew (bread and stone); or (Ὁ) whether 
Luke originally had three pairs and, through an accident in 
transcription, one of the pairs was omitted. A majority of 
the Committee, considering the longer readings to be the 
result of scribal assimilation to Matthew, preferred the shorter 
reading, which is attested by p* (p”) B 1241 and several 
arly versional and patristic witnesses, 





11.11 καὶ ἀντὶ ἰχθύος [0] 

‘The reading with καί (p47 B cop* al) preserves a Semitism 
which most copyists replaced with μή, the usual Greck in- 
terrogative particle. 


11.12 “emBdioer {C} 
It is easy to see why most copyists would have inserted μή, 


thus alerting the reader that the following words are to be 
taken as a question, 


11.13 [6] ἐξ οὐρανοῦ [0] 

In view of the Matthean parallel (7.11) ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὁ 
ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς δώσει, it is easy to account for the rise of the 
variant readings ὑμῶν ὁ ἐξ οὐρανοῦ and ὁ οὐράνιος. It is much 
‘more difficult to decide between ἐξ οὐρανοῦ (“the Father will 
give from heaven the Holy Spirit to those who ask him’) and 
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ὁ ἐξ οὐρανοῦ, which seems to be a pregnant construction for 
ὁ ἐν οὐρανῷ ἐξ οὐρανοῦ. So evenly is the external evidence 
divided and so unconvineing are the arguments based on 
internal considerations that a majority of the Committee 
finally decided to include ὁ in the text, but to enclose it within 
square brackets, indicating doubt that it has a right to stand 
there. 


11.18 πνεῦμα ἅγιον (Bi 

Not only is the external evidence that supports πνεῦμα 
ἅγιον excellent, but assimilation with the first half of the 
verse as well as with Matthew's ἀγαθά (7.11) accounts 
for the origin of the other readings. 


114 [, καὶ αὐτὸ ἦν] [Ὁ] 

On the one hand, the expression καὶ αὐτὸ ἦν κωφόν appears 
to be a Semitism in the Lukan style. On the other hand, the 
external evidence in support of the shorter reading is exceed- 
ingly weighty. In order to reflect these conflicting considera- 
tions, the Committee decided to include the words in the text, 
but to enclose them within square brackets 





11,28 σκορπίζει [Δ] 


The addition of με after σκορπίζει, which is 80 difficult as 
to be almost meaningless, must be a seribal blunder. 


11.24 [τότε] λέγει [6] 

‘On the basis of external evidence, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred to include rére, but, in view of the possibility 
that it may be a seribal assimilation to the parallel in Mt 12.44, 
decided to enclose the word within square brackets 


11.25 σεσαρωμένον [8] 
‘The original Lukan form of the account is clearly that 
preserved in p* N* D Θ 700 most of the Old Latin, the Old 
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Syriac, ol Copyists could not resist introducing from the 
Matthean parallel (12.44) the word σχολάζοντα before or 
after σεσαρωμένον, with or without καί. 


11.33 [οὐδὲ ὑπὸ τὸν μόδιον] [D} 

Since Luke preferred not to use μόδιον in 8.16, a word which 
is present in the parallel in Mark (and Matthew), it may well 
be that the word, with its clause, was absent from the original 
form of the present passage also. On the other hand, since the 
clause is attested by weighty and diversified external evidence, 
a majority of the Committee was unwilling to drop it altogether 
and compromised by enclosing the words within square brackets. 





11.425. ταῦτα δὲ ἔδει ποιῆσαι κἀκεῖνα μὴ παρεῖναι [8] 

Marcion, finding these words entirely unacceptable, omitted 
them from his edition of Luke's gospel; their absence from 
codex Bezae may be due to seribal oversight, or, more probably, 
to influence from the Marcionite form of text. 





11.418. οἰκοδομεῖτε [ΟἹ 
Since οἰκοδομεῖν is usually transitive, most scribes added 
suitable object, drawn from ver. 47. 


13.1 ἥτις ἐστὶν ὑπόκρισις, τῶν Φαρισαίων [ΟἹ 

Although it is just possible that deft Alexandrian seribes 
transferred the clause ἥτις ἐστὶν ὑπόκρισις between ζύμης, 
and τῶν Φαρισαίων s0 as to produce the concise and tersely- 
phrased, “Beware of the leaven (that is, the hypocrisy) of the 
Pharisees,” a majority of the Committee considered it. some- 
‘what more probable that Luke himself was responsible for 
order, which others altered to an “easier” sequence 





12.11 πῶς ἢ τί [0] 
Although ἢ τί may be an interpolation derived from the 
parallel in Mt 10.19, in view of strong external support 8 
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majority of the Committee preferred to include the words and 
explained their absence from several Western witnesses as a 
seribal refinement. 


12.14 κριτὴν ἢ μεριστήν (BY 

‘The multiplicity of variant read ngs has arisen from the 
rarity of μεριστῆς (which occurs nowhere else in the Greek 
Bible), from the recollection of Fx 2.14 ris σε κατέστησεν 
ἄρχοντα καὶ δικαστήν; (quoted in Acts 7.27 and 85), and from 
the possibility that the second of the terms was omitted acci- 
dentally (through homoeoteleuton) or deliberately (as in- 
appropriate to describe Christ). The reading that best accounts 
for the rise of the others is preserved in p™ 8 ΒΤ, f# al. 


12.20 τὴν ψυχήν cov ἀπαιτοῦσιν ἀπὸ σοῦ {Dj 


ΤΝ is almost impossible to make ἃ confident choice between 
ἀπαιτοῦσιν and αἰτοῦσιν in this passage. The former occurs 
elsewhere in the New Testament only in Lk 6.30 and us a variant 
reading in 1 Pt 3.15, Since ἀπὸ σοῦ occurs in the context, 
copyists may have favored the simple rather than the com- 
pound verb, On the other hand, the compound verb may have 
been preferred by those who saw in it implications concerning 
the origin of the soul (cf. “he is required to return the soul 
that was lent him,” Wsd Sol 15.8). A majority of the Committee 
decided to follow what was regarded us the strongest combina. 
tion of evidence (including 8 A D W 6 ff almost all minus- 
cules Mareion Clement Origen). 


12.21 include verse [Β] 


‘The omission of ver, 21 from D it™®+ must be accidental, 
for the weight of external evidence attesting its inclusion is 
overwhelming. Furthermore, a careful author such as Luke 
would not be likely to pass directly from εἶπεν of ver. 20 to 
εἶπεν of ver. 22 (different speaker). 
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At the close of the verse several of the later manuscripts 
have added (perhaps from 88 or Mt 11.15) the stereotyped 
expression ταῦτα λέγων ἐφώνει' ὁ ἔχων ὦτα ἀκούειν ἀκουέτω, 


12.22 μαθητὰς [αὐτοῦ] [0] 

In accordance with Lukan usage, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred to adopt αὐτοῦ, supported as itis by the 
overwhelming preponderance of external evidence, but to 
enclose it within square brackets in view of its absence from 
several important early witnesses (p*"*-% B) 


12.27 αὐξάνει: οὐ κοπιᾷ οὐδὲ νήθει [0] 


After much hesitation a majority of the Committee rejected 
the reading of D itt syr al, οὔτε νήθει οὔτε ὑφαίνει (‘thoy 
neither spin nor weave”), as a stylistic refinement; introduced 
by copyists in view of the following reference o Solomon's 
clothing, (See also the comments on Mt 6.28.) 


12.31 αὐτοῦ {C} 

It is more likely that αὐτοῦ was replaced by τοῦ θεοῦ (ns 
has in fact happened in codex Bezae) than vice verst. ‘The 
reading τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ ix an intrusion 
from thy parallel in Mt 6.33. One of the idiosynerasies of the 
scribe of yi his tendency to omit personal pronouns: 


12.89 οὐκ {B} 


‘The original Lukan text seems to have lacked ἐγρηγόρησεν 
ἂν καί. Scribes would have been almost certain to assimilate 
the shorter reading (preserved inp? N* al} to the longer readin, 
found in the parallel passage (Mt 24.43), whereas there is no 





180. Brnest C. Colwell, “Seribal Habits in Early Papyri: A Stay in 
the Corruption of the Test,” in The Bible in Modern Scholarship, cil. by 
4. Philip Hyatt (Nashville, 1965), p. 385, who states that the seri of p 
“drops more than a dozen [personal pronouns], and auld one.” 
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good reason that would account for the deletion of the words 
had they been present originally. 


12.56 πῶς οὐκ οἴδατε δοκιμάζειν [0] 


Although it is possible that eopyists inserted οἴδατε in con- 
formity with the preceding clause, it is more probable that 
they omitted the word in order to give Jesus’ condemnation 
more point (“Why do you not know how to interpret. . .?"” 
implies a lack of knowledge; “Why do you not interpret...” 
implies an unwillingness to use one’s knowledge). 


13.7 ἔκκοψον [ody] [0] 


In order to reflect the balance of external evidence for and 
against the inclusion of οὖν, as well as the absence of any 
compelling consideration relating to transcriptional and in- 
trinsic probabilities, the Committee felt obliged to retain the 
word in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets, 
indicating a measure of doubt that it has a right to stand there, 





18.9 εἰς τὸ μέλλον — εἰ δὲ μή γε {C} 


‘The more difficult reading (attested by p™ 8 BL al), which 
involves aposiopesis (a sudden breaking off in the middle of a 
sentence), was ameliorated in most witnesses by transposing 
0 as to read εἰ δὲ μή γε, εἰς τὸ μέλλον. 


13.19 εἰς δένδρον [0] 


Although copyists may have deleted μέγα to harmonize 
Luke with the prevailing text of Matthew (13.32), it is much 
more probable that, in the interests of heightening the con- 
trast between a mustard seed and a tree, μέγα was added — 
as iL was added also in a few witnesses in the Matthean parallel 
(sy 2 cop™ eth geo®), 
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13.27 ἐρεῖ λέγων ὑμῖν [0] 

‘The reading adopted by the Committee, though narrowly 
attested, seems to account best for the origin of the other read- 
ings. The awkwardness of the participle λέγων (which prob- 
ably represents the construction of the Hebrew infinitive 
absolute: “he will indeed say to you") would have prompted 
copyists cither to alter it to the indicative (λέγω) or to omit 
it as superftuous. 


13.27 οὐκ οἶδα {ὑμᾶς ] πόθεν ἐστέ [0] 


‘The multiplicity of variant readings of these words in ver. 27 
contrasts with the fidelity with which they have been trans 
mitted in ver, 25 (where only Marcion scems to have omitted 
tus). The reading οὐδέποτε εἶδον ὑμᾶς of D nrose because of 
influence from the Matthean parallel (οὐδέποτε ἔγνων das, 
7.23). The absence of πόθεν ἐστέ in several minuscules (56 61 
71 291 692) appears to be the result of seribal oversight avising 
from homoeoteleuton with the following ἀπόστητε. Since both 
external evidence and internal probabilities concerning the 
presence or absence of ὑμᾶς are 40 evenly balanced, the Com- 
mittee decided to retain the word in the text, but to enclose 
it within square brackets. 


13.85 ' ἕως [ἥξει ὅτε) εἴπητε [1D] 

‘The rarity of construing ὅτε with the subjunctive (Blass- 
Debrunner-Funk, § 382 (2)), as well as the temptation to 
assimilate to the Matthean parallel (23.39), seems to have 
prompted many copyists to omit ἥξει ὅτε, and, in some cases 
(@ 1241 al), to prefix ἀπ᾽ ἄρτι (A conflates the Matthean and 
Lukan readings). Apart from the subsidiary problem involving 
variation in the presence or absence of ἄν ufter ἕως (with the 
corresponding change of ἥξει to ἥξῃ in Ψ Π) 565 700 al), the 
manuscript basis for the reading “until the time lor, the day] 
comes when you will say...” includes A DW Wf! 28 it® 
Soc. Lect vg pyr =i + Marcion al. 
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14.5 υἱὸς ἢ βοῦς {B} 

The oldest reading preserved in the manuseripts' scems 10 
be vids ἢ βοῦς. Because the collocation of the two words 
appeured to be somewhat incongruous, copyists altered υἱός 
either to ὄνος (ef. 13.15) or to πρόβατον (cf. Mt 12.11). 
Several witnesses (© 2174 syr*) conflate all three words. 


1417 ἕτοιμά ἐστιν [0] 


In view of the expression πάντα ἔτοιμα in the Matthean 
parallel (Mt 22.4), it is natural that many copyists should 
have added πάντα, either after ἐστίν or before roma. As 
between ἐστίν and εἰσίν, the preponderant weight of wit- 
nesses supports the former. 


14.27 


‘Through homocotelouton the entire verve has been acci- 
dentally omitted in M* Ἢ Γ 29 47 57 60 69 71 213 245 482 
544 659 692 1279 1574 gyr* copr™, 


18.18 χορτασθῆναι ἐκ [0] 


On the basis of age and diversity of text-type of witnesses, 
the Committee preferred the reading χορτασθῆναι ἐκ, 


16.21 υἱός σου [8] 


While recognizing that several good manuscripts ΩΣ BD 
700 al) combine to support the reading ποίησόν we ὡς ἕνα 
τῶν μισθίων gov, the Committee thought it more probable 
that the words were added (from ver. 19) by punctilious seribes 
than omitted, either accidentally or deliberately. 


"Tt has been conjectured that wlés is a corruption of the old Greek 
word Sis (a sheep"); see John Mill, Nocum Testamentiom Graecem, 
2od ed. (Leipaig, 1728), p. 44, § 423. 
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16.12 ὑμέτερον {BY 

‘The reading ἡμέτερον (BL al) has the appearance of being 
‘a later theological refinement (=“belonging to the Futher 
and the Son”), expressing the divine origin of the true riches 
(ver. 11)—as is also expressed by the Marcionite reading ἐμόν, 
Tt may be, however, that, owing to the constant scribal con- 
fusion between v and ἢ (in later Greek the two vowels came 
to be pronounced alike), copyists who wrote ἡμέτερον intended 
ὑμέτερον-- ἴον in the context the correct antithesis to “an- 
other's? is “yours.” 


16.14 ταῦτα πάντα [0] 

Since the Pharisees have not been mentioned since 15.2 
(the discourse in 16.1-18 is addressed to the disciples), copyists 
inserted καί to ameliorate the abrupt introduetion of οἱ 
Φαρισαῖοι here (“And the Pharisees also, who were covetous, 
heard all these things, and...”), The difficulty of finding « 
suitable antecedent to which πάντα and, still more, ταῦτα 
πάντα could be referred, prompted their omission in sys?! 





16.19 πλούσιος. 


{It was probably horror acui that prompted more than one 
copyist 40 provide a name for the anonymous Rich Man, 
In Egypt the tradition that his name was Nineveh is incor- 
porated in the Sahidic version, and seems to be reflected alsy 
in p, which reads πλούσιος ὀνόματι Nevgs (probably a seribal 
error for Nevevms). During the third and fourth centuries a 
tradition was current in the West that the Rich Man’s name 
‘was Phineas. The pseudo-Cyprianic treatise De pascha computus, 
which was written in the year 242/3 in Africa or in Rome, 
declares (ch. 17): Omnibus peccatoribus a deo ignis est prae- 
Paratus, in cuius flamma uri ille Finaeus dives ab ipso dei filio 
est demonstratus (“Fire has been prepared by God for all 
sinners, in the flame of which, as was indicated by the Son of 
God himself, that rich man Phineas is burned”). The same 
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tradition is repeated toward the close of the fourth century 
in the last of the eleven anonymous treatises that are cus- 
tomarily assigned to Priseillian, a rich, highly educated layman 
who became the founder of a gnosticizing sect in southern 
Spain, Here the name is spelled Finees (in the only manuscript 
extant of Tract ix the name is spelled Fineet with the ¢ stroked 
out and surmounted by δ). The reason that the name Phineas 
was given to the Rich Man may be because in the Old Testa- 
ment (Num 25,7, 11) Bleazar [compare Lazarus} and Phinehas 
are associated, A note in the margin of a thirteenth century 
manuscript of the poem “Aurora,” ἃ versified Bible written in 
the twelfth century by Peter of Riga, states Amonofis dicitur 
ease nomen divitis (‘The name of the Rich Man is said to be 
Amonofis {i. e. Amenophis|")." 





16.21 


‘The more picturesque expression τῶν Ψεχέων was introduced 
by copyists from Mt 15.27. 


τῶν πιπτόντων [Β] 


17.9. διαταχϑέντα [0] 


‘There is no adequate reason which could account for the 
omission of αὐτῷ or οὐ δοκῶ, if either had been present origi- 
nally ; whereas the retort ob δοκῶ has the appearance of being 
marginal comment that found its way into the Western text, 
and more than one scribe would have been likely to attach 
αὐτῷ to τὰ διαταχθέντα, which seems to cry out for such ἃ 
complement. 


17.23 ἰδοὺ ἐκεῖ" [ἢ,] ἰδοὺ ὧδε [Ὁ] 


‘The great variety of readings has arisen partly from the 
circumstance that in later Greek εἰ, ἡ, and ¢ came to be pro- 
nounced alike, thus facilitating alteration of the text, and 








'So M. R. James, Journal of Theological Studies, εν (1902-03), p. 248. 
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partly from confusion arising from inattention on the part of 
copyists. Furthermore, recollection of the Markan sequence 
(ὧδε... ἐκεῖ, 13.21) may also have exerted an influence 
‘on copyists. The Committee preferred the reading attested 
by p® and B as the earliest reading preserved in the extant 
witnesses, but in view of the absence of # from such varied 
witnesses as De K W Χ ΠῚ 28 33 700 892 ith?" vg syrere® 
σἴω ἡ it was thought: appropriate to enclose the word within 
square brackets, 


12.23 μὴ ἀπέλθητε μηδὲ διώξητε [0] 

‘The omission of ἀπέλθητε μηδέ from p™ Bf" al was judged 
‘by the Committee to be the result of pruning the text (by 
Alexandrian editors?) of superfluous details. The reading 
πιστεύσητε (f') comes from the parallels in Mt 24.23 and 
Mk 13.21. 








17.24 ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπον [ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ αὐτοῦ] [0] 

Although copyists may have inadvertently omitted the 
phrase ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ αὐτοῦ because of homoeotelenton (-που ν΄. 
=rov), the Committee was impressed by the combination of 
evidence for the shorter text in the best. representatives of 
the Alewtindrian and the Western types of text (" Β Ὁ 
i404), The readings with παρουσία, a word which ocours 
nowhere else in the Gospel of Luke, are the result of seribal 
assimilation to the parallel passage in Mt 24.27. 


17.33 ἐὰν ζητήσῃ τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ περιποιήσασθαι 
ic} 

The verb περιποιεῖσθαι, which occurs only here in the 
Gospels, was altered by some copyists to the much more familiar 
word σώζειν (compare 9.24), und by other copyists (in the 
Western tradition) to ζῳογονεῖν, which occurs elsewhere in 
the Gospels only in the second half of this verse. 
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17.86. omit verse [Β] 


Although it is possible that ver. 36, δύο ἐν ἀγρῷ" εἷς παρα- 
λημφθήσεται καὶ ὁ ἕτερος ἀφεθήσεται, was accidentally 
omitted through homoeoteleuton (an accident which happened 
to ver. 35 in ΜΓ and a few other witnesses), in view of the 
weighty manuscript authority supporting the shorter text 
GFN AB L WA ® W f' 28 33 565) it is more probable that 
copyists assimilated the passage to Mt 24.40. 








18.11 πρὸς ἑαυτὸν ταῦτα {D] 


External ονίοποο (Ὁ B Θ᾽ W f* 802 Origen) favors the 
reading ταῦτα πρὸς ἑαντόν, but internally the more difficult 
sequence seems to he πρὸς ἑαυτὸν ταῦτα. The latter was 
ameliorated to read καθ᾽ ἑαυτὸν ταῦτα (D it geo"), “(standing] 
by himself...” Because of the dificulty of construing πρὸς 
ἑαυτὸν (especially when the words stood next to orabds),! 
several witnesses (ΝΛ & ἐν. δας ἐμὰ τὴ eopmah eth goo! Diates- 
saron™) omit the phrase entirely. 





18.24 αὐτὸν ὁ "Ingots [mepidvmov γενόμενον) εἶπεν 
{D} 

On the one hand, the excellent attestation for the shorter 
text (8 BL’ 1241 al) and the variety of positions of περίλυπον 
γενόμενον suggest that the words were introduced by copyists, 
perhaps from ver. 28 (περίλυπος ἐγενήθη). On the other hand, 
since Luke's penchant of repeating a word or phrase in adja- 
cont passages? may have operated here, a majority of the Com- 








According to C. C. Torrey, Our Translated Gospels, p. 79, and 
M. Black, Aramaic Approach, Sed ed., p. 103, the wards πρὸς ἑαντόν 
immediately after σταθεὶς are to be understood as the Aramaic ethic 
Jing, “The Pharisee, taking his stand, prayed. 

*See H. J, Cadbury, “Four Features of Lucan 8 
Tnike-Acte, ed. by Leander E. Keck and J. Louis Martyn (New York, 
1986). np. 87-102, 
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mittee did not feel at liberty to omit the phrase entirely, but 
enclosed it within square brackets. 


18.25 κάμηλον 

In an attempt to soften the rigor of the statement, the 
word κάμιλον (“ἃ rope” or “a ship’s hawser”) was substituted 
for κάμηλον in several of the later witnesses (8. 13 50 124 130 
437 472 543. arm geo). The change was facilitated by the 
circumstance that ¢ and ἢ eame to be pronounced alike in 
later Greek (both words were pronounced kah’meo-lon). 


19.15 τί διεπραγματεύσαντο [0] 

‘The reading τίς τί διεπραγματεύσατο (A K Θ Π 008 δ» 
most minuseules, followed by the Textus Receptus [ΑΥ̓͂ “how 
much every man had gained by trading”)) seems to be the 
result of seribal efforts to make the narrative more procis 
‘The reading of W A al, involving the simple form of the verb 
(ἐπραγματεύσατο), comes from yer. 18, 


19.25 include verse {C} 

It is difficult, to decide whether ver. 25 was a marginal 
comment subsequently inserted by copyists into the text 
(although in that ense the subject of εἶπαν would probably 
not have been left ambiguous—are they the bystanders of 
ver. 24, or those to whom Jesus was telling the parable?), or 
whether several witnesses (DW 565 it%4-«." syr* cop? al) 
omitted the words either (a) by assimilation to the Matthean 
parallel (25.28-29) or (b) for stylistic reasons, thereby providing. 
ἃ closer connection between verses 24 and 26. A majority of 
the Committee considered that, on balance, both external 
attestation and transcriptional probabilities fuvor the reten- 
tion of the words in the text. 















19.38 ὁ ἐρχόμενος ὁ βασιλεύς [Οἱ 
‘The transmission of the Lukan form of sulutation is complex. 
‘The majority of witnesses (8° A K L ΔΨ δὶ Γ᾽ al) read ὁ 
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ἐρχόμενος βασιλεὺς (“Blessed be fe who comes as king in the 
name of the Lord”), Others (W 1216 al) omit ὁ βασιλεύς. 
thus bringing the quotation into harmony with its Old Testa- 
ment original (Ps 118.26) as well as with the Synoptic parallels 
(Mt 21.9; Mk 11.10). The omission of ὁ ἐρχόμενος (8* Origen 
al) is probably to be accounted for as a transcriptional over- 
sight, occasioned by homoeoteleuton (-yevos . . . ~wevos). The 
Western text (D it**4-"%'), perhaps under the influence 
of Mk 11.10 and Jn 12.13, repeats εὐλογημένος and transposes 
ὁ βασιλεὺς 60 as to read quite smoothly εὐλογημένος ὁ ἐρχόμενος 
ἐν ὀνόματι κυρίου, εὐλογημένος ὁ βασιλεύ. The reading ὁ 
ἐρχόμενος ὁ βασιλεὺς (B syrs*), being the most difficult, 
‘accounts best for the origin of the others. 








19.42 ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ταύτῃ καὶ σύ [0] 

‘The insertion of καί γέ before ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ gives the phrase 
special force, which the Committco regarded as probably 
a secondary development (elsewhere in the New ‘Testa 
καί ye occurs only at Ac 2.18 in a quotation). ΤΊ 
καὶ σὺ ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ταὐτῃ (Ὁ) Θ al) seems to be a colloqttial 
adaptation of ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ταύτῃ καὶ σύ (ΝΒ, 892 Origen). 








19.42. εἰρήνην 10] 


It is more likely that copyists would have inserted cov 
(or σοι) than deleted it. 


20.9 ἀνθρωπός [τις] ἐφύτευσεν ἀμπελῶνα [0] 


Of the four variant resclings, those of C (ἀμπελῶνα ἄνθρωπος 
ἐφύτευσεν) and D (ἀμπελῶνα ἐφύτευσεν ἄνθρωπος) agree in 
placing first the noun that deseribes the setting of the parable 
(agreeing in this respect with the chief readings of the Marksn 
parallel, 12.1), The only difference between the other two 
Lukan readings, which are supported by the overwhelming 
weight of the external testimony, is the presence or absence 
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of τις. On the one hand, Luke commonly writes ἄνθρωπός τὶς 
(10.30; 12.16; 14.16; 15.11; 16.1, 19; 19.12); on the other 
hand, many of the same witnesses that insert ris here also 
insert τὶς in the clearly secondary reading in Mark (W Θ 75 
syr? arm geo). In order to refleet the conflict between these 
two considerations, the Committee decided to print τὰς en- 
closed within square brackets. 


80.320 παρατηρήσαντες [ΟἹ] 


‘The readings ἀποχωρήσαντες (D Θ᾽ al) and ὑποχωρήσαντες 
(Ww), ghar perhaps by ἀπῆλθον in Mk 12.12, appear to 
be corrections made by copyists who evidently were dissatisfied 
with the absolute wse of παρατηρήσαντες, a use that is ex- 
ceedingly rare. 


30.386 ἐπιλαβέσθαι αὐτοῦ ῥήματος 10] 
A minority of the Committe regarded the reading re: 
gatas τοῦ piwaros (X B L 892 1241) to be original, αὐτοί 

ἀμ pilgeete by copyists who recalled ἐπιλάβωνται 

αὐτοῦ λόγου of ver. 20, The majority, however, impressed by 

the diversity of evidence (A Ὁ K P WA TI Ψ ff 33 565 700 

ite sy goth ai), preferred the reading ἐπιλαβέσθαι αὐτοῦ 

bayaros! 


20.27 οἱ [ἀτνιϊλέγοντες [0] 

‘On the one hand, the external attestation for the reading 
οἱ λέγοντες is very strong, including, as it does, good repre- 
sentatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, and the Caesarean 
types of text, On the other hand, however, this reading may 
have arisen from scribal assimilation to the Matthean parallel 
(22.23); it if, furthermore, the easier reading, for it avoids 
the double negative involved in ἀντιλέγοντες . . . μή. On the 
basis, therefore, of transcriptional probabilities the Committee 
preferred ἀντιλέγοντες, but out of deference to the very much 





172 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


superior external attestation supporting, λέγοντες, it was 
thought best to enclose ἀντι within square brackets. The 
reading οἵτινες λέγουσιν is an obvious seribal correction for 
the pendant nominative participle. 


20.45 τοῖς μαθηταῖς [αὐτοῦ] {C} 


‘The gencral tendency seems to have been to drop αὐτοῦ 
after readers had come to regard of μαθηταί as needing no 
identifying possessive pronoun; in the present instance, how- 
ever, what on this basis appears to be the later reading is 
supported by the weighty combination of B and D. In order 
to reflect these conflicting considerations the Committee 
decided to include αὐτοῦ in the text, but to enclose it within 
‘square brackets. 


24 δῶρα [Β] 

‘Phe words τοῦ θεοῦ seem to be αὶ seribal explanation appended 
to δῶρα for the benefit of Gentile readers who had never seen 
the γαζοφυλάκιον (ver, 1) in the Temple at Jerusalem. 


21.6 λίθος ἐπὶ λίθῳ [0] 

‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
λίθος ἐπὶ λίθῳ (A K A © al). ‘The reading λίθος ἐπὶ λίθον, 
as well as those that insert ὧδε at various places, seems to reflect 
the influence of parallels in Matthew (24.2) and Mark (13.2) 
‘The reading λίθος ἐπὲ λίθῳ ἐν roby ὧδε (D ites tac) 
is a typical Western expunsion, but one which would be more 
‘appropriate were the context conecrned with the city 

















21.11 καὶ ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ σημεῖα μεγάλα ἔσται [0] 

Amid the variety of readings that have very little internal 
probability to commend one above another, the Committee 
was content to follow the text of B 75, the order of which may. 
have provoked copyists to rearrange the words in other 
sequences, 





‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING ΤῸ LUKE 173 


21.19 κτήσασθε [0] 

‘The aorist imperative, which is attested by Ὁ K L WX 
AY fal, seems to be slightly preferable, for eopyists would 
have perhaps been likely to conform it to the future tense, 
used several times in the preceding context. 


21.36 ὡς παγίε᾽ ἐπελεύσεται γάρ [6] 

Does ὡς παγίς belong at the close of the preceding clause, 
or at the beginning of the following clause? The former alterna- 
tive appears to be preferable in view of (a) the strong combina- 
tion of Alexandrian and Western evidence (& B 1) Old Latin) 
in support of the sequence of γάρ following the verb, and 
() the greater likelihood that eopyists, recollecting Is 24.17, 
would have transposed yap so ax to attach ὡς παγίς with 
what follows, than vice versa. 











31.28 αὐτοῦ [ΑἹ 

After αὐτοῦ cight manuscripts that belong to family 13 
(namely, 13, 69, 124, 346, 543, 788, 826, 983) add the ao- 
count of the woman taken in adultery (Jn 7.53-8.11). ‘The 
insertion was no doubt suggested by the parallel between 
the situation implied in Jn 8.1-2 and that deseribed here. 
(Gee also the comments on Jn 7.53-8.11.) 








22.16 ὅτι οὐ μὴ φάγω {C} 

It appears that copyists inserted οὐκέτι in order to alleviate 
an otherwise abrupt saying (ef. the preferred text of Mk 14.25). 
If the word were present originally, there is no satisfactory 
explanation to account for its absence from ΡΩΝ A BL @ f* 
itt cop al, 





22.17-20 [6] 

‘The Lukan account of the Last Supper has been transmitted 
in two principal forms: (1) the longer, or traditional, text of 
‘cup-bread-cup is read by all Greek manuscripts except D and 

















Ta A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 

by most of the ancient versions and Fathers; (2) the shorter, 
or Western, text (read by D {{5 4.65.1.) omits verses 19b and 
20 (τὸ ὑπὲρ budv . . . ἐκχυννόμενον), thereby presenting the 
sequence of cup-bread.! Four intermediate forms cf text, which 
appear to be compromises between the two principal forms, are 
the following: (a) two Old Latin manuscripts (it”*) modify 
the shorter text by placing ver. 19a before ver. 17, thus securing 
the customary order of bread-cup; (b) the Curetcnian Syriac 
reads the same, but is enlarged with the wording of 1 Cor 11.24 
added to ver. 19a; (0) the Sinaitic Syriac is still further ex- 
panded, chiefly by the insertion of “after they had supped” 
at the beginning of ver. 17 and “this is my blood, the new 
covenant” (ver. 20b) between verses 17 and 18; and (d) the 
Peshitta Syriac lacks (perhaps due to homocoteleuton) verses 
17 and 18, as do also J, two Sahidie manuscripts, and one 
Bohairic manuscript. For convenience of comparison the six 
forms of the text are set forth in parallel columns on p. 175. 

It is obvious that the chief problem is concerned with the 
merits of the two principal forms of text, since each of the 
others can be accounted for more or les satisfactorily as 
modifications of either the shorter or the longer form. 

Considerations in favor of the originality of the longer text 
include the following: (a) The external evidence supporting 
the shorter reading represents only part of the Western type 
of text, whereas the other representatives of the Western text 
join with witnesses belonging to all other ancient text-types 
(proto-Alexandrian, Alexandrian, proto-Caesarean, Caesarean, 
Syrian or Antiochian) in support of the longer reading. (δ) It is 
asier to suppose that the Bezan editor, puzzled by the sequence 
of eup-bread-cup, eliminated the second mention of the cup 
without being concerned about the inverted order of institution 
thus produced, than that the editor of the longer version, to 
rectify the inverted order, brought in from Paul the second 











'The same sequence also occurs in the Didache, ix. 
1 Cor 10.16, 





3; οἵ. also 


‘The Text of Luke 22.17-20 














5 ἑαυτοῖς. 


τοῦ θεοῦ. 
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fajority Text 


17. καὶ 


Ὁ γεν! 


δεξάμενος 
αἱ διαμερίσατε τοῦτο, 


ἑαυτούς. 
ἀπὸ roi 


εἶπεν, 
ὃν 
τῆς 


18. λέγω γὰρ ὑμῖν, 
ros 


riptoy 
ro x 





19. καὶ λαβὼν ἄρ- 


Ὁ ἔλθῃ. 


is τὴν 


διδόμενον. 


ὑμῶν 
iro ποιεῖτε εἰ 
Wy ἀνάμνησιν. 


σεν καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐ- [λασεν καὶ ἔδωκεν αἱ 


Ὡς λέγων, Τοῦτό ἐσ- τοῖς 
, τὸ σῶμά pov τὸ ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου. 


20. καὶ τὸ ποτήριον 
 αὐτως μετὰ τὸ δειπ- 
σαι, λέγων, Τοῦτο 

ποτήριον } καινὴ 
hx ἐν τῷ αἵματί 


ip 


τὸ ὑπὲρ 


χυννόμενον. 


ὑμῶν 


Uy 
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varently all minuscules its" vg syr®! cop*-’e arm geo. It will be understood that the Greek form 
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ix. fe f the text of Lk 22.17-20, reproduced (with a few minor modifications) from 
φεῖ κεν: whe Textual Data,” by Sir Frederick G. Kenyon and S. C. E. Legg, in The Ministry and 


he Sacraments, ed. by Roderic Dunkerley (Lond 
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he chapter, 
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mention of the cup, while letting the first mention stand. 
(@) The rise of the shorter version can be accounted for in 
Lerms of the theory of dsciptina arcana, i.e. in order to protect 
the Eucharist from profanation, one or more copies οἵ the 
gospel of Luke, prepared for circulation among non-Chri 
realers, omitted the sacramental formula after the beginning 
words, 

Considerations in favor of the originality of the shorter 
text include the following: (a) Generally in New Testament 
textual criticism the shorter reading is to be preferred. (b) Since 
the words in verses 195 andl 20 are suspiciously similar to 
Paul's words in 1 Cor 11.24b-25, it appears that the latter 
passage was the souree of their interpolation into the longer 
text, (c) Verses 19b-20 contain several linguistic features that 
are non-Lukan, 

The weight of these considerations was estimated differently 
by different members of the Committee. A minority preferred 
the shorter text as a Western non-interpolation (see the Note 
following 24.53). ‘The majority, on the other hand, impressed 
by the overwhelming preponderance of external evidence sup- 
porting the longer form, explained the origin of the shorter 
form as due to some seribal accident or misunderstanding? 
‘The similarity between verses 196-20 and 1 Cor 11.24b-25 
arises from the fatniliarity of the evangelist with the liturgical 











+ Kenyon and Legg, who prefer the longer form of text, explain the 
‘origin of the other readings as follows: “The whole difficulty arose, in our 
‘opinion, from α minunderstanding of the longer version. The fist cup given 
to the disciples to divide among themselves should be taken in connection 
with the previous verse (ver. 16) as referring to the eating of the Passover 
with them at the reunion ia Heaven. This is followed by the institution 
of the Sacrament, to be repeated continually on earth in memory of Hie. 
‘This gives an intelligible meaning to the whole, while at the seme time 
{tin eaay to see that it would oceasion difficulties of intepretation, whicb 
‘would give tise to the attempts st revision that appear in various forms 
of the shorter version” (Sir Frederick G, Kenyon and S.C. E. Legg in The 
Ministry and the Sacraments, ed. by Roderle Dunkerley (London, 1937), 
pp. 2850. 
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practice among Pauline churches, a circumstance that aecounts, 
also for the presence of non-Lukan expressions in verses 19)-20, 


28.48.44 [include verses]] [0] 


‘The absenee of these verses in such ancient and widely di- 
versified witnesses as p*.* ΜῈ A BT W syr* cop™™ arms 
geo Marcion Clement Origen al, as well as their being marked 
with asterisks or obeli (signifying spuriousness) in other wit 
nesses (Δ' It 892: "5 56 1079 1195 1216 cop") and their 
transferral to Matthew's gospel (after 26.39) by family 13 and 
several leetionaries (the latter also transfer ver. 45a), strongly 
suggests that they are no part of the original text of Luke, Their 
presence in many manuscripts, some ancient, as well as their 
citation by Justin, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Busebius and many 
other Fathers, is proof of the antiquity of the account. On 
grounds of transcriptional probability it is less likely that 
the verses were deleted in several different areas of the church 
by those who felt that the account of Jesus overwhelmed with 
human weakness was incompatible with his sharing the divine 
‘omnipotence of the Father, thn that they were added from 
an early source, oral or written, of extra-canonical traditions 
concerning the life and passion of Jesus, Nevertheless, while 
acknowledging that the passage is a later addition to the text, 
in view 6f its evident antiquity and its importance in the textual 
tradition, a majority of the Committee decided to retain the 
words in the text but to enclose them within double square 
brackets. 








22.52 ᾿σοῦς {C} 

‘The Committee regarded the presence of Ἰησοῦς in ver. 52 
(compare ver. 51 where the name also appears) as deliberate 
‘on the part ὁ the evangelist—for the repetition makes a slight 
‘break, a nuanee which was unappreciated by some copyists 
who omitted the name (D f' it*-*#4 syr* arm). The article 
was perhaps more likely to be added than dropped. 
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22.62 include verse {C} 


Although it is possible that the verse has come into the 
Lukan text from the parallel passage in Mt 26.75, ἃ majority 
of the Committee regarded it as more probable that the words 
were accidentally omitted from several witnesses (0171"™ 
itsbe'il%?) than added without substantial variation (only 
ὁ Πέτρος is added in several witnesses after ἔξω) in all other 
witnesses. 








22.08 ἀποκριθῆτε [0] 


While it might be argued that the words μοι ἢ ἀπολύσητε 
have fallen out accidentally owing to homecoteleuton (-yre . . 
-n7¢) in the ancestor(s) ofp” 8 B I. T1241 al, such an expla- 
nation cannot account for tke absence of tLe words ἢ ἀπολύ 
onre from © f* 1365 al. The Committee therefore was inclined 
to regard both μοι and ἢ ἀπολύσητε as early glosses, 





28.2 ἡμῶν 

According to Epiphanius (6. Mare. 316) after διαστρέφοντα 
τὸ ἔθνος ἡμῶν Marcion added καὶ καταλύοντα τὸν νόμον καὶ 
τοὺς προφήτας (“and abolishing the law and the prophets, 
compare Mt 5.17), an interpolation that has survived in 
seven Old Latin manuseripts (itt) ag well usin 
several manuscripts of the Vulgate. (See also the comments 
on ver. 5.) 





88. ὧδε 

According to Epiphanius (¢, Mare. 316) after ὧδε Marcion 
added καὶ ἀποστρέφοντα τὰς γυναῖκας καὶ τὰ τέκνα, a reading 
that is preserved in expanded form in two Old Latin manu- 
seripts: codex Colbertinus (16) reads ef filios nostros el uzores 
avertil a nobis, non enim baptizatur sicut nos (“and he alienates 
our sons and wives from us, for be is not baptized as we are”): 
codex Palatinus (it*) has the same dewn te nobis 
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tinues rion enim baptizantur sicut et nos, nec se mundant (‘for 
they are not baptized as also we are, nor do they purify them- 
selves”). (See also the comments on ver. 2.) 


23.11 [καὶ] ὁ ᾿Ηρῴδης {Cl 


On the basis of the age of » and the difficulty of under- 
standing the force of καί in the context, the reading καὶ ὁ 
Ἡρῴδης appears to be preferred, At the same time, hecause 
οἵ the combination of B De @ and most of the Old Latin in 
support of the reading ὁ Ἡρῴδης, a majority of the Com- 
mittee thought it right to place καί within square bruckets, 


23.12 αὐτούς 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), « minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on αὐτούς. 


23.15 ἀνέπεμψεν γὰρ αὐτὸν πρὸς ἡμᾶς [0] 

In the transmission of this clause copyists became hopelessly 
confused, producing statements either utterly banal, as évé- 
πεμψα γὰρ ὑμᾶς πρὸς αὐτὸν (A DW X ΔΨ 5, followed by the 
‘Textus Receptus), or totally nonsensical, as ἀνέπεμψα γὰρ 
αὐτὸν [+ Herod!| πρὸς ὑμᾶς (71 248 788 al). The best attested 
reading (᾽ς Β K L T Θ al) is also the most appropriate in 
the context. 


28.17 omit verse {B} 


‘The secondary character of the verse is disclosed not only 
by its omission from such early witnesses as ρα A B itt cop™ al, 
but also by its insertion, in slightly different forms, either here 
or after ver.’ 19 (where codex Bezae agrees in wording with 
the reading of Θ᾽ Ψ). Although homseoarcton (ANATKHN 
ANEKPATON) might account for the omission in one family of 
witnesses, such a theory is unable to explain its widespread 
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omission and its presence at two different places. The verse 
is ἃ gloss, apparently based on Mt 27.15 and Mk 15.6. 


23.28 αὐτῶν [0] 


‘The Committee judged that the omission of the words καὶ 
τῶν ἀρχιερέων by homoeoteleuton was less likely than their 
addition by copyists who wished to specify more particularly 
the identity of those who called for the crucifixion of Jesus 


23.82 σὺν αὐτῷ 


Codex Rehdigeranus (it!) gives the names of the two robbers 
as Toathas εἰ Maggatras (‘‘Joathas and Maggatras”). The 
fragmentary codex Usserianus (it) reads ... et Capnatas 
(“...und Capnatas”), (See also the comments on Mt 27.38 
and Mk 15.27, 





2B [6 δὲ ᾿Ιησοῦς ἔλεγεν, Πάτερ, ἄφες αὐτοῖς, οὐ 
γὰρ οἴδασιν τί ποιοῦσιν. ἢ [0] 


The absence of these words from such early and diverse 
witnestes as p? B D* W Θ it sys? cop™to"* is most impressive 
and can seareely be explained as a deliberate excision by 
copyists who, considering the fall of Jerusalem to be proof that 
God hal not forgiven the could not allow it to appear 
that the prayer of Jesus had remained unanswered, At the 
same time, the logion, though probably not a part of the 
original Gespel of Luke, bears self-evident tokens ofits dominieal 
origin, and was retained, within double square brackets, in its 
traditional phtee where it had been incorporated by unknow 

copyists relatively early in the transmission of the Third Gospel. 























23.38 ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ [8] 


The mention here of the three languages in which the in- 
setiption en the cross was written is almost eertainly a gloss, 
prohably taken from the text of Jn 19.20, Every consideration 
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weighs against it: (a) it is absent from several of the earliest 
and best witnesses (p® B Ct ite syr* cop al); (Ὁ) the 
authorities that insert the words differ among themselves (as 
to the order of the languages, as to the introductory word, 
γεγραμμένη or ἐπιγεγραμμένη, and as to the order of par- 
ticiple and ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ); and (0) there is no satisfactory explana- 
tion for the omission of the statement, if it were originally 
present in the text, 


23.42 εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν (C} 


Although the reading of p? B 1, αἱ has, from one point of 
view, the appearance of being  seribal correction (εἰς being 
considered more appropriate than ἐν with €XOps), αὶ majority 
of the Committee preferred it as more consonant with Lukan 
theology (compare 24.26) than either of the other readings. 
‘The reading of most witnesses, ὅταν ἔλθῃς ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ 
cov (“when you come in your kingly power”), and still more 
tho reading of codex Beane, ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῆς ἐλεύσεώς cov 
(in the day of your [second] coming”), reflect « developed 
interest in the eschatological kingdom, 





23.43 αὐτῷ 


Pious fancy was especially active concerning the story of the 
penitent robber, In order to make certain that the reader 
‘imay know to which of the two robbers the words of Jesus were 
addressed, codex Bezae inserts after αὐτῷ the words τῷ 
ἐπλησοντι [which is to be corrected to ἐπιπλήσσοντι! (“said 
to him who reproved"). ‘The seine manuscript continues by 
substituting Θάρσει (“Have courage!") for ᾿Αμήν σοι λέγω. 
Codex Colbertinus (its) has the homiletie insertion of credis 
before amen (probably to be understood as a question, “Do 
‘you believe?’ Truly I say to you...”). Instead of ἐν τῷ παρα- 
δείσῳ the Curetonian Syriac and the Arabic Diatessaron have 
“in the Garden of Eden.” The Curetonian Syriac rearranges 
the order of words, joining σήμερον, not with wer’ ἐμοῦ ἔσῃ, 








182 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


but with ᾿Αμήν σοι λέγω ("Truly 1 say to you today, that 
with me you will be. ..”). 


23.45 τοῦ ἡλίου ἐκλιπόντος [8] 


‘The words καὶ ἐσκοτίσθη ὁ ἥλιος (“the sun was darkened”) 
appear to be the easier reading, substituted by copyists for 
τοῦ ἡλίου ἐκλιπόντος (or éxNelmovros], which may mean either 
“the sun’s light failed” or “the sun was eclipsed.” 

28.48 ὑπέστρεφον 

In order to heighten the account, several witnesses include 
various interpolations, After τὰ στήθη codex Bezae adds καὶ 
τὰ μέτωπα ("beating their breasts and their foreheads”). The 
Old Syrine (syr*) reads, “All they that happened lo be there and 
saw that which came to pass were beating on their breasts 
and saying, Woe to us! What has befallen us? Woe to us for 
our sina!’ One manuscript of the Old Latin (ite) adds at 
the close of the verse, dicentes rae vobie (to be corrected to 
nobis) quae facta sunt hodie propler peccata nostra; adpropin- 
quavit enim desolatio Hierusalem (“saying, ‘Woe to us on 
‘account of our sins which we have committed this day! For 
the desolation of Jerusalem has drawn neat’). 

Similar references to grief expressed at the death of Jesus 
are quoted in Ephraem’s Commentary on the Diatessaron 
(Xx,28 of the Armenian version, ed. Leloir), “Woe was it, 
woe was it to us; this was the Son of God’... “Behold, they 
have come, the judgments of the desolation of Jerusalem hay 
arrived!” Cf, also the apocryphal Gospel of Peter, ὁ 7 ( 
ἤρξαντο κόπτεσθαι καὶ λέγειν, Οὐαὶ ταῖς ἁμαρτίαις ἡμῶν 
ἤγγισεν ἡ κρίσις καὶ τὸ τέλος Ἱερουσαλήμ (“They began 
to lament and to say, ‘Woe unto our sins; the judgment and 
the end of Jerusalem has drawn near’ Ἢ. 












23.58 κείμενος, 
Several witnesses (including U 13 69 124 348 1043 1194 
1355 1689) add from the parallels in Mt 27.60 and Mk 15.46 


‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO LUKE, 183 


the statement καὶ προσεκύλισεν λίθον μέγαν ἐπὶ τὴν θύραν 
τοῦ μνημείου. Furthermore, codex Bezae expands the text 
with a characteristic interpolation: καὶ θέντος αὐτοῦ ἐπέ- 
θηκεν τῷ μνημείῳ λίθον ὃν μόγις εἴκοσι ἐκύλιον (“and after 
he had been laid [there] he [Joseph of Arimathea] placed 
‘over the tomb a stone which twenty men could scarcely 
roll”), The same or a similar expansion is found in ite (et 
cum posilus esset in monumento, posuerunt lapidem quem viv 
rriginli voleebant) and in the Sahidie version (“and when they 
had put him, they set a stone against the mouth of the sepulehre; 
this which hardly will twenty men be able to roll”). 


241-2 ἀρώματα. εὗρον δέ 

Between verses 1 and 2 codex Βοσδο, joined by 0124 ἐπ und 
cop, expands the narrative with an interpolation partly de- 
rived from the parallel account, in Mark (16.8): ἐλογίζοντο δὲ 
ἐν ἑαυταῖς, Τίς ἄρα ἀποκυλίσει τὸν λίθον. ἐλθοῦσαι δὲ εὗρον ve 
(“And they [the women] were pondering in themselves, ‘Who 
will roll away the stone.’ And when they had come they 
found . ..”). 


24.3 τοῦ κυρίου "Inood (D} 

‘A minority of the Committee preferred the shortest reading, 
suppotted by D itebeHrt Busebius’® (see the > 
Western non-interpolations following 24.53). The majority, on 
the other hand, impressed by the weight ofp Ν A BC W Θ 
Δ ΡῈ 33.565 700 al, regarded the reading of Das influenced 
by ver. 23, and the omission of κυρίου in a few witnesses as 
assimilation to Mt 27.58 or Mk 15.43. The expression “the 
jis used of the risen Lord in Ae 1.21; 4.33; 8.16. 











Lord Jesu 


24.6 οὐκ, ἔστιν ὧδε, ἀλλὰ ἠγέρθη 10] 

A minority of the Committee preferred to follow the evidence 
of D ἔπος σιμὰ goo® and to omit the words οὐκ ἔστιν ὧδε, 
ἀλλὰ ἠγέρθη as an interpolation (see the Note following 























Isa A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


24.53), derived from Mt 28.6 and/or Mk 16.6, and cast 
into antithetic form (... ἀλλά... .). The majority of the 
Committee, on the other hand, interpreted the antithesis as 
evidence of independence of the Lukan formulation from that 
of Matthew and Mark (which lack ἀλλά). In any case, the 
reading of ΟΣ αἱ is obviously a scribal assimilation to the 
Synoptie parallels. 





24.9 ἀπὸ τοῦ μνημείου {D} 


A majority of the Committeo, considering the absence of 
the words ἀπὸ τοῦ μνημείου from D ἐξ ιν εἰ οι πὲ αὶ arm goo 
to be due to an necident in transeription, was impressed by 
the overwhelming external attestation, beginning with »°, 
that supports the inelusion of the words in the text, 


24.10 ἦσαν δέ [0] 


‘The omission of ἦσαν δέ (A D W it% 5γγκιλν with + at) seems 
to be un attempt to improve the syntax. The reading ἦν δέ, 
preserved in K IT W f* al, singles out Mary Magdalene for 
special mention, 


24.12 include verse [D} 


Although ver. 12 is sometimes thought to be an interpola 
tion (see the Note following 24.53) derived from Jn 20.3, 
5, 6, 10, αὶ majority of the Committee regarded the passage 
as a natural antecedent to ver, 24, and was inclined to explain 
the similarity with the verses in John as due to the likelihood 
that both evangelists had drawn upon a common tradition. 








24.13 ἑξήκοντα [8] 





‘The variant reading ἕκατον ἑξήκοντα (8 K* Θ ΠῚ sy1™! arm) 
seems to have arisen in connection with patristic identification 
of Emmans with ‘Amwas (mod. Nieopolis), about twenty-two 
Roman miles (176 stadia) from Jerusalem (thus Euse! 
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Jerome, Sozomen, though they do not mention the distance). 
‘This, however, is too far for the travellers to have re-traversed 
that same evening (ver. 88), The “Τ᾽ of [τ is undoubtedly 
due to a seribal blunder. 


24.18 Κλεοπᾶς 


A gloss in the margin of codex 8. (which dates from 4.0. 
$49) states ὁ μετὰ τοῦ Κλεωπᾶ πορευόμενος Σέμων ἦν, οὐχ ὁ 
Πέτρος, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ ἕτερος ("The one journeying with Cleopas 
was Simon, not Peter but the other (Simon}”). Codex V (which 
dates from the ninth century) has the marginal note: 6 werd 
Κλεοπᾶ Ναθαναὴλ ἦν, ὡς ἐν Παναρίοις ὁ μέγας ἔφη "Ee 
φάνιος. Κλεοπᾶς ἀνέψιος ἦν τοῦ σωτῆρος, δεύτερος ἐπίσκοπος 
Ἱεροσολύμων (The one with Cleopas was Nathanael, as the 
great Epiphanius says in his Panarion [xxii.6), Cleopas was a 
cousin of the Saviour, the second bishop of Jerusalem”). 


24.19 Ναζαρηνοῦ [ΟῚ] 

It is probable that seribes replaced the less frequently used 
word Ναζαρηνός (six times in the New Testament, including 
one other time in Luke nowhere in Acts}) by the more fre- 
quently used Ναζωραῖος (thirteen times in the New Testa- 
‘ment, including eight times in Luke and Acts). 


24.32 ἡμῶν καιομένη ἦν 

‘The word καιομένη seems to have given trouble to copyists. 
‘The reading of De ἦν ἡμῶν κεκαλυμμένη (“Was not our heart 
veiled ...2”) seems to be derived from 2 Cor 3.14-16. ‘The early 
versions offer a wide variety of readings: among the Old Latin 
manuscripts exeaccatum (115) and optusum Gt!) seem to imply 
πεπηρωμένη or πεπωρωμένη (“blinded or “hardened”); less 
obvious as to its origin is the reading of it* exlerminatum 
(“destroyed”), though this may be a scribal blunder for 
eaterritum (“terrified”) 
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The Old Syriac (Sinaitie an 
ΠΡ soul ἐς τον κόψας cae 
also the Armenian version, the Arabic and Persian ‘Hari isi 
and one manuscript of the Sahidie ver Ὁ this readin pa 
imply βραδεῖα. in Greek, probably from ver. 25, ὦ reves ὲ 
βραδεῖς τῇ καρδίᾳ τοῦ πιστεύειν. .. . The other Sahidie mana. 
seri Ἂς read, “Is not then our heart being covered for us ” 

“Burning,” which is attested verwl A oe 
pondesbes of witness, bot eu the eaten τ τ 








24.32 [ἐν ἡμῖν) ὡς ἐλάλει ἡμῖν [0] 
Although p" Β ΤῈ geo Origen unite i 
1 igen unite in support of the shi 
ἐν ἡμῖν entirely, in view of the possibility that copyists ms 
have deleted them as supertluous in the context. It was thought 
best, therefore, to retain them in the text, but enclosed within 


square brackets indicating doubt 
murals i that they have a right to 





24.34 λέγοντας, 
Who are those that report, “The 1 i 

as panted to. δέοι ‘According pre ierecg rida 
attested by all witnesses except codex Beene, it is the eleven 
and those who were with them (τοὺς ἕνδεκα καὶ τοὺς σὺν 
αὐτοῖς, Nyovras ....). But, by a transcriptional error, D reads 
λέγοντες, which agrees with the subject of εὗρον, ie. the ἐν 
travellers who had just returned from Binmats. 





24.36 καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς, Εἰρήνη ὑμῖν [0} 
The words ἐγώ εἰμι, μὴ φοβεῖσθε, eith io 
ord , abe, either before εἰρήνη ὑμῖν 
(as in W 479) or after (as in G P ite vg syn gap 
arm eth geo Dintessaron**) are undoubtedly gloss, perhaps 
derived from Jn 6.20. The Committee was less sure concerning 
“In Syrie the difference between the words for “heavy” and “burning” 
inonly the portion ofa dot; the former vapid tne and the lator hos, 
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the origin of the words καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς, Εἰρήνη ὑμῖν, which, 
as the regular form of Semitic greeting, might well be expected 
‘on this oceasion. When the passage is compared with Jn 20.19 ἢ. 
the question arises: have the two evangelists depended upon a 
common tradition, or have copyists expanded Luke's account 
by adding the salutation from John’s account? A majority of 
the Committee, impressed by the presence of numerous points 
of contact between Luke and John in their Passion and Faster 
accounts, preferred to follow the preponderance of external 
attestation and to retain the words in the text, (See also the 
Note on Western non-interpolations, following 24.53.) 


34.317 πνεῦμα. 

Instead of πνεῦμα, which is read by the overwhelming, 
majority of witnesses, Codex Beuae rends φάντασμα (‘‘they 
thought they saw a ghost”), a reading which, according to 
‘Tertullian, was in Marcion’s New Testament. 


24.40 include verse [0] 
Was ver, 40 omitted by certain Western witnesses (D its 
ue! gyre" Marcion) because it seemed superfinous after 
ver, 39? Or is it a gloss introduced by copyists in all other 
witnesses from Jn 20.20, with a necessary adaptation (the 
pascake in John refers to Christ’s hands and side; this passage 
refers to his hands and feet)? A minority of the Committee 
preferred to omit the verse as an interpolation (see the Note 
following 24.53); the majority, however, was of the opinion 
thut, had the passage been interpolated from the Johannine 
account, copyists would probably have left some trace of its 
ining τὴν πλευράν in place of τοὺς πόδας (either 

also). 











origin hy reta 
here only, or in ver. 








24.42 μέρος [BY 
The words καὶ ἀπὸ μελισσίου κηρίου (or κήριον) (“and 
from a honeycomb”) in many of the later manuscripts (followed 
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by the Textus Receptus) are an obvious interpolation, for i 
not likely that they would have fallen out of so many of the 
best. representatives of the earlier text-types. Since in parts 
of the ancient church honey was used in the celebration of the 
Eucharist and in the baptismal liturgy, copyists may have 
added the reference here in order to provide scriptural sanction 
for liturgical practice. 





24.47 εἰς (1) [Ὁ] 


On internal grounds it is difficult to decide between the two 
readings, for both are in accord with Lukan usage (e.g. Lk 

βάπτισμα μετανοίας εἰς ἄφεσιν, and Ac 5.31 δοῦναι 
μετάνοιαν τῷ ᾿Ισραὴλ καὶ ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν). On the basis 
of (a) whnt was taken to be slightly superior external attest. 
tion, and (Ὁ) the probability that, in view of the following 
is, copyists would have been more likely to alter the first 
εἰς to καί, rather than vice versa, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading es 





34.47 ἀρξάμενοι {C} 


‘The reading that best accounts for the origin of the others 
seems to be the nominativus pendens, ἀρξάμενοι, supported by 
& B C* LX 33 al. In attempting to improve the syntax, some 
copyists preferred the accusative absolute, ἀρξάμενον (pA ΟΣ 
K W A* (al), and others the genitive absolute, ἀρξαμένων 
(with ὑμῶν understood; D Δ’ al). ‘The nominative singular, 
ἀρξάμενος (@ Ψ 565 1071 al), probably arose through erroneous 
assimilation to εἶπεν (ver. 46). 





24.49 καὶ [ἰδοὺ] ἐγώ [0] 

On the one hand, the agreement of p* and D, along with 
BL 33 itebedest.tel ve syr-P cop™-t, provides strong sup- 
port for the shorter text. Likewise there 
the solenin emphatic wording καὲ ἐδοὺ ἐγώ, which scems espe 
cially suitable for the last words of Jesus, should have been 
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altered by copyists. On the other hand, however, the Com- 
mittee, being impressed by the weight of the attestation sup- 
porting the reading καὶ ἰδοὺ ἔγώ, preferred to retain the word 
ἰδοὺ, but to enclose it within square brackets, indicating doubt. 
that it belongs in the text, 





24.51 καὶ ἀνεφέρετο εἰς τὸν οὐρανόν [1] 
Here 8* and geo! join D and its?4*-"4 in supporting the 
shorter text. (The Sinaitie Syriac condenses ver. 51 by omitting 
διέστη and εἰς τὸν οὐρανόν, reading _ oar’ wis aac 
omass πο ΐασ “And while he blessed them, he was 


lifted up from them”; thus, though shortened, syr* still alludes 
to the ascension.) A minority of the Committee preferred the 
shorter reading, regarding the longer as a Western non- 
interpolation (eee the Note following 24.53). 

‘The majority of the Committee, however, favored the 
longer reading for the following reasons, (1) The rhythm of 
the sentence seems to require the presence of such ἂν clause 
(compare the two coordinate clauses joined with καί in ver, 50 
‘and in verses 52-53). (2) Luke's opening statement in Acts 
(‘In the first book, Ὁ Theophilus, I have dealt with all that 
Jesus began to do and teach, until the day when he was taken 
up Ιἀνφλήμφθη!") implies that he considered that he had 
made some reference, however brief, to the ascension at the 
close of his first book. (3) If the shorter text were original, 
it is difficult to account for the presence of καὶ ἀνεφέρετο εἰς 
τὸν οὐρανὸν in so many and stich diversified witnesses, beginning 
with g about λον. 200. (4) If the clause were a copyist’s 
addition, prompted by his noticing the implications of Ae L.1-2 
(Gee point (2) above), one would have expected him to adopt 
some form of the verb dvadauBavey, used in Ac 1.2 and other 
passages reférring to the ascension, rather than the less appro- 
priate ἀναφέρειν, which in the New Testament ordinarily has 
the specialized meaning “to offer up.” Finally, (5) the omission 
of the clause in a few witnesses can be accounted for cither 
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(ἃ) through accidental seribal oversight occasioned by homoco- 
areton (KAIA...KAIA...) or (6) by deliberate excision, 
either (i) in order to relieve the apparent contradiction be- 
tween this account (which seemingly places the ascension late 
Easter night) and the account in Ac 1.3-11 (which dates the 
ascension forty days after Easter), or (ii) in order to introduce 
subtle theological differentiation between the Gospel and 
the Aets (ἢν ον, the Western redactor, not approving of Luke's 
mentioning the ascension twice, first to conclude the earthly 
ministry of Jesus, and again, in Acts, to inaugurate the church 
age, preferred (0 push all doxologicul representations of Jesus 
to ἃ time after the ascension in Acts, and therefore deleted the 
clause in question as well as the words προσκυνήσαντες αὐτόν 
from ver. 52—for when the account of the ascension has been 
climinated, the mention of Jesus being worshipped seems less 
sappropriate).? 











34.) προσκυνήσαντες αὐτόν {D| 


Although « minority of the Committee preferred the shorter 
reading, regarding the others as interpolations (see the Note 
following 24.53), the majority considered it more probable 
that the words προσκυνήσαντες αὐτόν had been omitted either 
accidentally (the eye of the copyist pasting from ayTor... to 
AYTON) or, perhaps, deliberately (so as to accord better with 
the shorter reading in ver. 51; see the concluding comments on 
the previous variant reading). 





24.58 εὐλογοῦντες [0] 


‘The readings αἰνοῦντες καὶ εὐλογοῦντες (A ΟἹ Καὶ WX Δ 
8 Ψ ῥ᾽ 88) and εὐλογοῦντες καὶ αἰνοῦντες (eth) are un- 


+ For other instances of what appear to be doctrinal alterations intro- 
duced by the Western reviser, see the comments on Ac 1.2 and 9 as sell 
fas the references mentioned in Group D in footnote 12, p. 263 below. 


ΟἿ. also Eldon J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Canto- 
brigiensis in Acts (Cambridge, 1966). 
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doubtedly conflations, arising from ae) of ebdo- 
yoivres (p 8 BC? 1, syr*tt copt* geo) and αἰνοῦντες 
Mo sae ” Augustine). It is more difficult to decide 
between the two earlier readings, On the one hand, since 
εὐλογεῖν is favorite word with Luke (it occurs twelve other 
times in the Third Gospel, whereas αἐνεῖν occurs in only three 
other passages), one can argue that it was probably original 
here. On the other hand, since in patristic Greek εὐλογεῖν 
comes to be a distinctively Christian term used in praising 
God (in contrast with the pagan usage of αἰνεῖν), copyists 
would have tended to replace instances of the latter verb 
with the former, Considerations relating to the context. are 
similarly indecisive. It can be argued that the presence of 
εὐλογεῖν in verses 50 and 51 prompted copyists to introduce 
the same verb in ver. 53; oF, thinking it more appropriate that 
the activity of the disciples should be differentiated from that 
of their risen Lord, out of reverence copyists may have altered 
εὐλογοῦντες to αἰνοῦντες. Faced with these conflicting con- 
siderations, a majority of the Committee preferred to make 
‘a decision on the basis of external attestation, and therefore 
chose εὐλογοῦντες, supported as it is by carly and diversified 
witnesses. 








24.53 θεόν. {BY 


‘The word ἀμήν, which is absent from the earliest and best 
representatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western Lypes 
of text, is a liturgical addition introduced by copyists. 





Nore on Western Non-Inrenronations 


One of the features of the Western text is the occasional 
omission of words and passages that are present in other 
types of text, including the Alexandrian, How should one 
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evaluate such omissions from a form of text which is generally 
much fuller than other text-types? According to one theory, 
popularized at the close of the last century by Westcott and 
Hort,! such readings, despite their being supported by the 
generally inferior Western witnesses, ought to be preferred 
rather than the longer readings, though the latter are attested 
by the generally superior manuscripts, B and 8. Nine such 
eadings were designated by Westcott and Hort as “Western 
non-interpolations,” on the assumption that all extant wit- 
nesses except the Western (or, in some cases, some of the 
‘Western witnesses) have in these passages suffered interpolation. 

In recent decades this theory has been coming under more 
and more criticism, With the acquisition of the Bodmer Papyri 
testimony for the Alexandrian type of text has been carried 
back from the fourth to the second century, and one can now 
observe how faithfully that text was copied and recopied! e- 
tween the stage represented by p and the stage represented 
by codex Vaticanus. Furthermore, scholars have been critical 
of the apparently arbitrary way in which Westeott and Hort 
igolated nine passages for special treatment (enclosing them 
within double square brackets), whereas they did ποῖ give 
similar treatment to other readings which also are absent from 
Western witnesses, 

‘Today with the rise of what is called Redaktionsgeschichte 
(the analysis of the theological and literary presuppositions 
and tendencies that controlled the formation and transtnission 
of Gospel materials), scholars have begun to give renewed 




















2B. F. Westcott and J. F. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original 
Greek, Ivol. st] Introduction (and) Appendiz (Cambridge and London, 
1881; 2ad ed, 1848), pp. 175-177 
+The nine passages are Mt 27.49; Lk 2219-20; 24.3, 6, 12, 38, 40, 
51, and 52 
1K. x. Mt 9.34; Mk 2.22; 10.2; 14.99; Uk 6.39; 10.41-42; 12.21; 22.62; 
Jn 4.9. In all these passages the consensus of textual opinion ὕω. 
cluding that of Westeott and Hort) is almost unanimous that the Western 
text, tbough shorter, is eecondary 
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attention to the possibility that special theological interests 
on the part of scribes may account for the deletion of certain. 
passages in Western witnesses. In any case, the Bible Societies’ 
Committee did not consider it wise to make, as it were, a 
mechanical or doctrinaire judgment concerning the group of 
nine Western non-interpolations, but sought to evaluate each 
fone separately on its own merits and in the light of fuller 
attestation and newer methodologies. ἢ 

During the discussions a sharp difference of opiniot emerged. 
‘According to the view of « minority of the Committee, apart 
from other arguments there is discernible in these passages 
1 Christologieal-theological motivation that accounts for their 
having been added, while there is no elear reason that accounts 
for their having been omitted. Accordingly, if the passages 
fare rotained in the text. at all, it was held that they should be 
enclosed within square brackets. On the other hand, the 
majority of the Committee, having evaluated the weight of 
the evidence differently, regarded the longer readings 9s part 
of the original text. For an account of the rensons that the 
majority felt to be cogent, see the comments on the several 


passages. 











THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO JOHN 


1.34 οὐδὲ ἕν. ὃ γέγονεν ἐν {C} 

Should the words ὃ γέγονεν be joined with what goes before 
or with what follows? The oldest manuscripts (p¥7*" 8* A B) 
have no punctuation here, and in any ease the presence of 
punctuation in Greek manuscripts, as well as in versional and 
patristic sources, cannot be regarded as more than the reflection 
of current exegetical understanding of the meaning of the 
passage. 

‘A majority of the Committee was impressed by the consensus 
of ante-Nieono writers (orthodox and heretical alike) who 
took ὃ γέγονεν with what follows, When, however, in the 
fourth century Arians and the Macedonian hereties began 
to appeal to the passage to prove that, the Holy Spirit is 
to be regarded as one of the created things, orthodox writers 
preferred to take 8 γέγονεν with the preceding sentence, 
thus removing the possibility of heretical use of the passage. 

‘The punctuation adopted for the text is in ucoord with 
what a majority regarded as the rhythmical balance of the 
opening verses of the Prologue, where the climactic or “stair- 
ease” parallelism seems to demand that the end of one line 
should’match the beginning of the next.’ 








{On the other hand, however, none of these arguments is 
conclusive and other considerations favor taking ὃ γέγονεν 
the preceding sentence, Thus, against the consideration 





| For a recent study in support of taking 8 γέγονεν with what follows, 
see K. Aland, “Uber dio Bedeutung cines Punetes. (Rine Untersuchung 
τὸ Joh. 1, 3/4,” in Studies in the History and Tet of the New Testament 
Jin Honor of Kenneth Willie Clark, od. by Boyd L. Daniols and M. Jack 
Suggs (=Studies and Documents, xx1x; Salt Lake City, 1907), pp, 161-187; 
fan expanded form of the study appeared in Zeilschrift fur die neutesta- 
menthiche Wissenschaft, 12x (1968), pp. 174-209. 








196 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


of the so-called thythmical balance (which after all is present 
in only a portion of the Prologue, and may not necessarily 
involve 8 γέγονεν) must be set John’s fondness for beginning 
ἃ sentence or clause with ἐν and @ demonstrative pronoun 
(cf. 13:35; 15.8; 16.265 1 Jn 23, 4, 5; 3.10, 16, 19, 24; 4.2, ete.) 
It was natural for Gnosties, who sought support from the 
Fourth Gospel for their doctrine of the origin of the Ogdoad, 
to take ὃ γέγονεν with the following sentence (“That which 
has been made in him was life”—whatever that may be sup- 
posed to mean).* It is more consistent with the Johannine 
repetitive style, as well as with Johannine doctrine (ef. 5.26, 
80; 6.53), to say nothing concerning the sense of the passage, 
to punctuate with ἃ full stop after ὃ γέγονεν. ΒΜ 





1.4. ἦν {Al 


In order to relieve the difficulty of meaning when 3 γέγονεν 
(ver. 3) is taken as the subject of ἦν (‘*that-which-has-come- 
into-being in him was life”), the tense of the verb was changed 
from imperfect to present (ἐστιν) in 8 D Old Latin syre 
copt-"'y and many early ecclesiastical writers. The presence, 
however, of the second ἦν (in the clause ἡ ζωὴ ἦν τὸ φῶτ) 
seems to require the first, 











1.18. of οὐκ... ἐγεννήθησαν [ΑἹ 


Several ancient witnesses, chiefly Latin (it Irenacus'* 
‘Tertullian Origen'* Ambrose Augustine Ps-Athanasius), read 
the singular number, “{He] who was born, not of blood nor of 
the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, but of God” (the 





* Despite valiant attempts of commentators to bring sense out of 
taking δ᾽ γέγονεν with what follows, the passage remains intolerable 
clumsy and opaque, One of the difficulties that stan 
ranging the clause with ἐν αὐτῷ ζωὴ ἣν is that the perfect tense of γέγονεν. 
would require ἐστὲ instead of ἦν (zee also the comments on 14), 
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Curetonian Syriac and six manuscripts of the Peshitia Syrine 
read the plural “those who” and the singular verb “was 
born”). 

"All Greck manuscripts, as well as the other versional and 
patristic witnesses, attest the plural number. (Several minor 
Variant readings occur within the verse: D* and itt omit ol, 
thus leaving the verse without grammatical connection with 
the preceding sentence; E* and several minuseules omit οὐδὲ 
dc ϑελήματος σαρκός, and B* and a few other witnesses omit 
οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος évbpds—in each case the omission is acci- 
Gental, occasioned by homoeoteleuton. The spelling ἐγενήθησαν 
jn several manuscripts wus no doubt intended to, represent 
the verb ἐγεννήθησαν.) 

‘Although a number of modem scholars (including Zahn, 
Resch, Blass, Loigy, R, Seeburg, Burney, Biichsel, Boissnard, 
Dupont, and F. Μ᾿ Braun) have argued for the originality 
of the singular number, it appeared to the Committee that, 
‘on the basis of the overwhelming consensus of all Greck manu- 
‘scripts, the plural must be adopted, a reading which, more- 
‘over, is in accord with the characteristic teaching of John. 
‘Phe singular number may have arisen either from a desire to 
make the Fourth Gospel allude explicitly to the virgin birth 
or from the influence of the singular number of the imme- 
diately preceding αὐτοῦ. 











110. λέγων, Οὗτος ἦν ὃν εἶπον, Ὁ ὀπίσω μου ἐρχόμενος 
fat 

‘The awkwardness of the reading οὗτος ἦν ὃν εἶπον (pi 

AD? KLOMW ff al), as wall as the absence of ἃ previous 

‘mention of John’s testimony, prompted more than one copyist 

to make adjustments in the text. Thus, &* rewrote the passge, 


For literature, see Josef Schmid in Biblische Zeitschrift, No Fy + 
(1957), pp. "18, ‘The singular number ix adopted io the Jerusalem 
ible (1960). 
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omitting the relative clause and adding ὅς after ἐρχόμενος 
(“John bore witness to him, and cried, ‘This was he who comes 
after me, who ranks before me, for he was before me’”). 
Several other witnesses (+r B* C* Origen), less successful 
in their adjustment of the text, changed ὃν εἶπον to ὁ εἰπών 
(“...and cried, saying—this was he who said it]—‘He who 
comes after me ranks before mo...’”). The insertion of ὑμῖν 
after εἶπον (D We? X al) is a natural addition which eopy- 
ists were prone to make. 


1.18. μονογενὴς θεός [8] 


With the acquisition of p! and 9, both of which read θεόν; 
the external support of this reading has been notably strength- 
ened. A majority of the Committee regarded the reading 
μονογενὴς υἱός, which undoubteclly is easicr than μονογενὴς 
θεός, to be the result of scribal assimilation to Jn 3.16, 18; 
1 Jn 4.9. ‘The anarthrous use of θεός (cf. 1.1) appears to be more 
primitive. There is no reason why the article should have been 
deleted, and when υἱός supplanted θεὸς it would certainly have 
been added, The shortest reading, ὁ μονογενής, while attractive 
because of internal considerations, is too poorly attested for 
‘acceptance as the text, 

Some modern commentators! take μονογενής as ἃ noun and 
Punctuate so as to make three distinct designations of him 
who makes God known (μονογενής, θεός, 6 ὧν εἰς τὸν κόλπον 
τοῦ πατρὸς ...). 














[It is doubtful that the author would have written μονογενὴς 
θεός, which may be a primitive, transcriptional error in the 
Alexandrian tradition (y¢/@c). At least a D decision would 
be preferable. A.W,| 








‘E.g E, A. Abbott, Johannine Grammar (London, 1906), p. 42; 3. H. 
Bernard, A Critical and Bzepetioal Commentary on the Gospel According 
to St, John, 1 (New York, 1929), p. 31; Jobn Marsh, The Gorpel of St. John 
(Penguin Books, 1969), p. 112; and (in effect) Raymond E. Brown, The 
Gospel According to John, 1 (New York, 1966), p. 17. 
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121 Τί οὖν; Σὺ ᾿Ηλίας εἶ; [0] 
i‘ ce ees < 
Confronted with a multiplicity of competing variant rea 
ings, ‘the Committee made its choice on the basis of age and 
diversity of supporting evidence. 


1.26 ἕστηκεν {Bh 


‘The perfect tense, £0 frequently employed with theological 
overtones by the Fourth Evangelist, conveys a special force 
here (something like, “there is One who has taken his stand in 
your midst”), a force which was unappreciated by several 
Greek witnesses (BL f Origen Cyril) as well as by ἃ variety 
of Latin, Syriac, and Coptic witnesses (tmtentle syret 
p.d.cat cop), all of which preferred the more syntactically 
‘appropriate present tense, Other readings (the imperfect 
Ὡστήκει and the pluperfect εἱστήκει), besides being inappro- 
priate in the context, are insufficiently supported. (On the 
forms of στήκω see Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 73.) 


1.28 ἐν Βηθανίᾳ ἐγένετο [0] 2» 

‘earliest and most widely attested reading is Βηθανίᾳ. 
es who in his travels sae Ea to locate a Bethany by’ 
the Jordan, udopted the reading Βηθαβαρᾷ, which he apparent 
found in a few copics current in his day (he declares that 
Βηθανίᾳ is the reading of “nearly all the manuscripts"), and 
to which he was attracted because of what he regarded us an 
edifying etymology: “The etymology of the name [Bethabara] 
‘corresponds with the baptism of him who made ready for the 
Lord a people prepared for him; for it yields the meaning 
‘House of preparation,’ while Bethany means ‘House of 
obedience.’ Where else was it fitting that he should baptize, 
who was sént as a messenger before the face of Christ, to 








Origen is misinformed; actually the meaning of Bethabara appears 
to be “House lor Place) of passing over.” 
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prepare his way before him, but at the ‘House of preparation’? 
John Chrysostom, perhaps following Origen, also declares that 
instead of Bethany the “more accurate of the copies” read 
Bethabara; for, he explains, “Bethany is neither beyond the 
Jordan nor in the desert, but is somewhere near Jerusalem.” 
A majority of the Committee favored Βηθανίᾳ on the basis 
of (a) age and distribution of evidence, as well as (6) the con 
sideration that, if Βηθαβαρᾷ were original, there is no ade- 
quate reason why it should have been altered to Βηθανίᾳ. 


1.34. ὁ vids [Β] 


Instead of “the Son of God’ several witnesses, chiefly Western 
(codex Bezue is defective here), read “the chosen one of God” 
(Δ ithe" syre* Ambrose) and a few read “the chosen 
Son of Ged”? (15. syre4i™* cop), On the basis of age and 
diversity of witnesses a majority of the Committee preferred 
the reading ὁ υἱός, which is also in harmony with the theological 
terminology of the Fourth Evangelist. 





1.41 πρῶτον [8] 


‘The reading πρῶτος, attested by N* and the later Greek 
tradition, means that Andrew was the first follower of Jesus 
who made a convert. The reading πρῶτον, which means that 
the first thing that Andrew did after having been called was 
to find his brother, was preferred by ἃ majority of the Com- 
mittee because of its early and diversified support (p Ne 
ΒΘ ΛΚ cop arm geo al). The reading πρωΐ (“in the morning”), 
implied by the word mane in two or three Old Latin manuscripts, 
avoids the ambiguities of xpdros/mpGrov and carries on the 
narrative from ver, 39. 





* Commentary on John, bk. vi, § 24 (40). In the manuscripts of Osigen's 
Commentary the spelling of Bethabara varies, reading Βηϑαρᾷ, Βαθαρᾷ, 
of Βηθαραβᾷ. ‘The last mentioned form, found also in R° sr", is an 
‘orthosraphical variant (by metathesis) of Βηθαβαρᾷ, 


‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING τὸ JOHN 201 


145. ᾿Ιωάννου {B} 

‘A majority of the Committee regarded Ἰωνᾶ (read by A Β᾽ 
Af Γ᾽ and most of the later Greek witnesses) as ἃ seribal 
assimilation to Bar-Jona of Mt 16.17. The reading "Iedv(v)a 
reflects further seribal confusion with the name of a woman 
mentioned only by Luke (ef. Lk 8.3; 24.10). 


1.46 υἱόν. 


There would have been a strong tendency for copyists ito 
expand the anarthrous construetion (Ἰησοῦν υἱὸν τοῦ Ἰωσὴφ 
τὸν ἀπὸ Ναζαρέτ), which is decisively supported by pf” 
B 0141 33 579 Origen Epiphanius Cyril; all other witnesses 
read τόν before υἱόν. 


1.51 ὄψεσθε 
‘The reading of p#7 & BL W 0141 579 850 1241 1820 its 
<7 yg cop arm eth αἱ was expanded by copyists who 
prefixed ἀπ᾽ ἄρτι (A XT ΔΘ AILS ' most minuscules itt 
yr al); the gloss was apparently derived from Mt 26.64. 


3.8 ὑστερήσαντος οἴνου 

Several witnesses ΟΥ̓Κ itt" gyr™ oth) paraphrase by 
reading οἶνον οὐκ εἶχον, ὅτε συνετελέσθη ὁ οἶνος τοῦ γάμου" 
εἶτα ("They had no wine, because the wine of the wedding 
feast had been used up; then ...”). Two Old Latin witnesses 
(ite) describe the situation as follows: et factum est per mullam 
turbam vocilorum vinum consummari (“It happened that, be- 
cause of the great crowd of those who had been invited, the 
wine was finished”). The shorter reading, adopted. for the 
text, is attested by p75 N* and all known uncial and minus- 
cule manuscripts, as well as all versional witnesses not cited 
above. 
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2.6 ἦσαν δὲ ἐκεῖ λίθιναι ὑδρίαι ξξ κατὰ τὸν καθαρισμὸν 
τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων κείμεναι 

‘The text adopted by the Committee is supported by p*7* 
Ne BL X ΟΥ̓ ὑδρίαι λίθιναι) 0141 33 213 1071 eth. Other 
witnesses either omit κείμεναι (€* 13 346 Μ᾽ it** arm), or place 
it after & (A TA © AIL its vg syro.%r! al) or before ἕξ (69 
124 it!) or before λέθεναι (it! and it, which also omits ἔξ). 
Although it might be argued that the shorter text is original 
and that κείμεναι was added at various places by various 
copyists, the question would then arise why no synonym of 
κείμεναι was ever added. The reading adopted by the Com 
mittee seems to explain most satisfactorily the origin of the 
others; for copyists, disturbed that κείμεναι was separated 
so far from ἦσαν, would seek in various ways to remedy the 
awkward reading, 


8.10. μεθυσθῶσιν. 


‘The Textus Receptus (following RA X Γ ΔΘ A IT and 
many other witnesses) makes a smoother reading by adding 
τότε, The shorter reading adopted for the text is decisively 
supported by p@"* 8* BL 088 0141 57 248 573 579 1010 1279 
δαὶ its. gyrout copmnte eth, 


212 ἐκεῖ ἔμειναν [Β] 


‘The singular number ἔμεινεν, attested by A ft 565 1241 αἱ, 
appears to be a secondary modification, introduced in order 
to avoid the implication that after a few days Jesus’ mother 
and brothers accompanied him to Jerusalem (ver. 13) 


3.15. φραγέλλιον [Β] 


Several witnesses, including the two oldest (pL We 
Χ 0162 β 33 565 al), prefix ὡς. If this word had been present in 
the original text, there is no good reason that would account 
for its having been omitted from the other witnesses. On the 
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other hand, it is probable that copyists introduced the word 
in order to soften somewhat the bald statement that Jesus 
made a whip of cords; “he made a kind of whip of cords.” 


2.24 αὐτόν (1) 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), 8. minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on αὐτόν (1) 


3.5 τοῦ θεοῦ {A} 

Α ἴον Greek manuscripts (Ν᾽ 245 201 472 1000 5) and a 
wide range of early patristic writers replace τοῦ θεοῦ with τῶν 
οὐρανῶν. Although it may be argued that, the latter reading 
is original and that τοῦ θεοῦ was introduced in order to make 
the passage harmonize with ver. 3, the Committee was im- 
pressed by (a) the age and diversity of the witnesses that 
‘support τοῦ θεοῦ, and (Ὁ) the probability that copyists in- 
troduced τῶν οὐρανῶν in imitation of the frequently recurring 
cxpression in Matthew (εἰσέρχεσθαι [εἰσελθεῖν εἰς τὴν βασι- 
λείαν τῶν οὐρανῶν occurs in Mt 5.20; 7.21; 18.3; 19.23), 
whereas εἰσελθεῖν els τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ ocours only once 
elsewhere (Mt 19.24), while the combination of ἰδεῖν with τὴν 
βασιλείαν τῶν οὐρανῶν oceurs nowhere (and thercfore it is 
not surprising that copyists refrained from introducing τῶν 
οὐρανῶν into ver. 3). 


3.18 ἀνθρώπου (ΟἹ 

On the one hand, a minority of the Committee preferred 
the reading ἀνθρώπου ὁ ὧν é τῷ οὐρανῷ, arguing that (1) if 
the short reading, supported almost exclusively by Egyptian 
witnesses, ere original, there is no discernible motive which 
would have prompted copyists to add the words ὁ ὧν ἐν τῷ 
οὐρανῷ, resulting in a most difficult saying (the statement in 
1.18, not being parallel, would scarcely have prompted the 
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addition); and (2) the diversity of readings implies that the 
expression ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὁ ὧν ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ, having been 
found objectionable or superfluous in the context, was modified 
either by omitting the participial clause, or by altering it so 
as to avoid suggesting that the Son of man was at that moment 
in heaven, 

On the other hand, the majority of the Committee, im- 
pressed by the quality of the external attestation supporting 
the shorter reading, regarded the words ὁ ὧν ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ 
san interpretative gloss, reflecting later Christological de- 
velopment. 


810 ἐν αὐτῷ [8] 


Bxegotical as well as textual problems are involved in deciding 
among the variant readings. Except for this passage, the 
fourth evangelist always uses els after πιστεύειν (34 times), 
never ἐν, On the other hand, if ἐν αὐτῷ is original here, the 
meaning may well be, “that every one who believes shall 
in him i.e. resting upon him as the cause) have eternal 
life.”” In support of such an interpretation is John's manner of 
placing an adverbial phrase with ἐν before its verb when the 
phrase is emphatic or metaphorical (ef. 5.39, 16.33; and 1 Jn 
passim). On balance, therefore, the reading of  B al, being 
ambiguous, seems to account best for the rise of the other 
readings. 








3.20 τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ [0] 


If τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ ὅτι πονηρά ἐστιν were the original reading, 
no good reason can be found why scribes should haye deleted 
the 8rt-clause. On the other hand, the addition of the clause, 
derived from the preceding verse or from 7.7, appears to he a 
natural expansion which was introduced early (p*). The se- 
quence τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ has slightly better support (8 BA 6 
050 063 086 [5 28 33 al) than αὐτοῦ τὰ ἔργα (p A K Wr Π' 
Δ 565 892* 1079 1546). 
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3.25 μετὰ ᾿Ιουδαίου [0] 

Both Ἰουδαίου and Ἰουδαίων are ancient readings, and 
external support is rather evenly divided. On the whole, how- 
ever, it is more likely that the singular (which is unique in 
John) would have been changed to the more customary plural 
than vice versa, 


3.28 μοι [ΟἹ 

External attestation supporting μοι is most impressive; its 
‘omission from p" & 28 al may be accidental, arising perhaps 
from the succession of syllables beginning with the same letter, 


3.81-82 ἐρχόμενος [ἐπάνω πάντων ἐστίν] ὃ ἑώρακεν 
καὶ ἤκουσεν τοῦτο μαρτυρεῖ [0] 

Several variations are involved here. The word καί is omitted 
by overwhelming authority, and may be set aside at once, 
On the other hand, the omission of τοῦτο in several witnesses 
is sufficiently explained as arising from a certain unnecessary 
pleonasm. The chief problem—the presence or absence of 
ἐπάνω πάντων tori»—is less eusy to solve. Good reasons may 
be adduced to account for seribal deletion of the words (as 
redundant after the opening part of ver. 31) or for their 
‘mechanical addition after the second instance of ἐρχόμενος, 
by an inattentive seribe, In view of the balanee of both external 
‘evidence and transcriptional probabilities, the Committee de- 
cided to retain the words but to enclose them within square 
brackets. 


41 Ἰησοῦς [0] 

[As between Ἰησοῦς and κύριος the Committee preferred the 
former, Had κύριος been present in the original text, it is 
unlikely that a seribe would have displaced it with Ἰησοῦς, 
which occurs twice in the following clauses. On the other hand, 
in accord with the increasing use of κύριος in reference to Jesus, 
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and in order to relieve the clumsy style, more than one copyist 
may have smoothed the passage by changing the first instance 
of Ἰησοῦς to κύριος. 

It has been conjectured that originally the verb ἔγνω was 
without an expressed subject, and that subsequently some 
copyists inserted Ἰησοῦς and others κύριον. 


4.8. πάλιν 


‘The omission of πάλεν from A B* TA II Ψ 28 249 579 700 
1194 1424 syr' al, if not accidental, may have been occasioned 
by a desire to clarify the evangelist’s meaning—for (a) Jesus 
does not actually arrive in Galilee until two days later (ver. 43), 
after an interlude in Samaria; and (Ὁ) an overly punctilions 
reader could take πάλιν to mean that Jesus returned @ second 
time to Galilee after having left Judea, Πάλιν is attested by 
pi? 8 BEC DL M W Θ 053 083 0141 ἢ 75 33 565 its beet! 
vg syre"e! cop* arm eth al. 








4.9. οὐ γὰρ συγχρῶνται ᾿Ιουδαῖοι Σαμαρίταις {C} 


‘This explanatory comment is omitted in several witnesses 
GR" D ite" copy), Although some have thought (Blass- 
Debrunner-Funk, § 193, 5) that the words are an early marginal 
gloss that eventually got into the text of most witnesses, such 
Comments are typical of the evangelist. The omission, if not 
accidental, may reflect seribal opinion that the statement 
is not literally exact and therefore should be deleted, 





411 αὐτῷ [ἡ γυνή] [0] 

It is difficult to decide whether # γυνή is a natural addition 
introduced by copyists in order to clarify the subject of λέγει 
(as ἐκείνη was added in Ν᾽), or whether the absence of the 
words in two Alexandrian witnesses (p* B), joined by two 
versional witnesses (syr* cop"), is the result of a pruning of 
the text of unnecessary words. In order to reflect the balance 
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οἵ possibilities, the words were retained in the text but enclosed 
within square brackets. 


4.25 οἶδα {A} 

In view of the following ἡμῖν it is more likely that, copyists 
would alter “I know” to “we know” than viec versa—as 
indeed is shown by the alterations made in p" and δ, (See also 
the comments on 5.32.) 


4.0] παῖς αὐτοῦ [Β] 

two sets οἵ variation: παῖς υἱός and αὐτοῦ σου. 
a ious ‘ease it must be observed that, though Matthew 
and Luke use παῖς freely, this word appears nowhere else in 
John, who prefers vids. Apparently the reading υἱός is due to 
seribal assimilation (which began at least as early as pM) to the 
usage of the context (verses 46, 47, 50, and 58). ‘The reading 
gov arose when ὅτι was taken by some copyists to be ὅτε 
recitatioum, introducing the actual words of the servants (com- 
pare also Jesus’ words to the father, ὁ vids σοὺ ζῇ, ver, 50). 


δ.1 ἑορτή {A} 

Strong external evidence favors the anarthrous ἑορτή (9!*7 
AB DA f 28 sys“); likewise, the natural tendency of seribes 
would have been to identify an otherwise indeterminate feast 
by inserting (with a reference probably to Paswover), ἃ 
tendency that accounts also for such supplements in isolated 
manuscripts as ἀζύμων before Ἰουδαίων (in A) and ἡ oxnvo~ 
πηγία after ᾿Ιουδαίων (in 131). 





8.3 ἐπὶ τῇ προβατικῇ κολυμβήθρα [8] 

|A difficulty arises because ἃ word must be supplied and 
because KOAYMBHOpa can be taken as nominative, qualified 
by ἡ ἐπιλεγομένη (“In Jerusalem, near the sheep ᾧ ..], there 
is a pool which is called. ..”), or as dative, qualified by τῇ 
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προβατικῇ (“In Jerusalem, near the sheep pool, there is a 
[oD whi In view of the reference to ἡ πύλη 
ἡ προβατική in Ne 3.1 and 12.39, ἃ majority of the Committee 
was inclined to take KOAYMBHOpA as nominative, with the 
word πύλη to be supplied. The other variant readings appear 
to have arisen when scribes attempted to alleviate the difficulty 
of tke ariginal text, As betwoen ἐπί and ἐν, the former is 
preferable on the basis of external evidence (p BC ATI Y 
J ΡῈ 28 33 al) and of sense, The omission of ἐπὶ (or ἐν} τῇ 
(R* Xeon ite al) removes the difficulty of the syntax and is 
therefore suspect as a secondary development. 


5.2 Βηθζαθά [Ὁ] 


_ Of the several variant readings, Βηθσαϊδά has strong attesta- 
tion but is suspect as an assimilation to the town of Bethsaida 
on the Sea of Galilee, mentioned in 144. Βηθεσδά, though 
widely supported, is also suspect as a seribal alteration originally 
introduced because of its edifying etymology (yon m3, 
“House of {Divine} Morey"). In the opinion of ἃ majority of 
the Committee the least unsatisfactory reading appears to be 
Βηθζαθά (Ν 33 Husebius), of which Βηζαϑά (Lit) and por. 
haps Βελζεθά (D it") may be variant. spellings. ‘The 
Copper Seroll discovered at Qumran contains a reference to 
4 pool at Betheshdathayim.? which the minority of the Com. 
mittee interpreted as corroborating the reading βηθεσδά. 

















νιν ie pombe that the ei tex Fx χ 
πὲ as dative and seond ἐς nominaie,sad ioe We oe ey See 
sight in transcription one of the two dropped out (( 6, “In Jerusalem, 
near the sheep pool, there is ἃ pool which is called . . .”). ᾿ 
"he wor he ermine hich sigs th Hew dal μενος 
appar tobe smnestl ith the Aras sonia pe eda 
thle "Pc οἱ pout Irate ef τι SH it ee 
tk and πὸ ὧδ Yao Le Pets Grate ἡμὰς (oe 

vis inthe Jaron Dew of doin, I, Tests ei 
is 27k, and J. Seremins, The Rediscoery af Bethexda (Lanievile, 1966), 
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8.3. ξηρῶν [A] 

Because the man whom Jesus heals appears to have been ἃ 
paralytic ( word that oceurs nowhere in John), after ξηρῶν 
the Western text (D itil" geo!) inserts παραλυτικῶν, 
which, however, was not taken up in any known later test 
A variety of witnesses add, perhaps in order to explain tI 
reference in ver. 7 to the treubling of the water, ἐκδεχομένων 
τὴν τοῦ ὕδατος κίνησιν. The reading, however, is lacking in 
the oldest and best witnesses (p78 A* BC L al) and con- 
tains two non-Johannine words (ἐκδέχεσθαι and κίνησις). 











B.A omit verse {A} 

Ver. 4 is a gloss, whose secondary character ix clear from 
(2) its absence from the earliest and best witnesses (p!7 
& B Ct D Wor 33 iti the true text of the Latin Vulgute 
syF copa" goo Nonnus), (2) the presence of asterisks 
or obeli to mark the words as spurious in more than twenty 
Greek witnesses (including $ A ΠῚ 047 1079 2174), (8) the 
presence of nonJohannine words or expressions (κατὰ καιρόν, 
ἐμβαίνω lof going into the water), ἐκδέχομαι, κατέχομαι, 
κίνησις, ταραχή, and rdonua—the last three words only 
here in the New Testament), and (4) the rather wide diversity 
of variant forms in which the verse was transmitted (see foot 
notes 6 to 10 on p. 338 of the text-volume for variant readings 
within yer. 4), Since the passage is lacking in the earlier and 
better witnesses, which normally assist in identifying types of 
text, it is sometimes difficult to make decisions among alterna~ 
tive readings. On the whole, however, the Committee zave 
preference to the readings that are supported by what was 
regarded as the preponderant weight of attestation, or that 
seemed best to account for the origin of the other reading(s). 














5.9 καὶ εὐθέως {B} 
Although the word εὐθέως may have been added by scribes 
in order to heighten the account of the healing (such a heighten- 
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ing has occurred in some witnesses at Mk 1.31 and 7.35), a 
majority of the Committee was not impressed by the nature 
of the witnesses which omit the word, and interpreted the 
shorter reading as a Western aberration (the omission of καὶ 
εὐθέως from 8* is an accidental blunder, leaving the sentence 
without a connective with the preceding sentence; καὶ εὐθέως 
is restored by N°). 


5.17 δὲ [’Inoods] [0] 

It is difficult to decide whether Ἰησοῦς was added by seribes 
in order to provide a subject for ἀπεκρίνατο, or whether the 
absence of the name from p 8 B W al is an Alexandrian 
deletion prompted by stylistic considerations. As a compromise 
a majority of the Committee decided to retain the word en- 
closed within square brackets. The readings with κύριος are 
clearly secondary, 





5.82 οἶδα [Β] 


‘The Western reading οἴδατε (Ν᾽ DB ithtc syr arm 
geo) reflects the desire of copyists to heighten the argument 
by forcing the Jews to admit that they know the evidence of 
Jesus’ μαρτυρία to be true (the textual alteration, however, is 
contradicted by the implication of ver. 37b). Other copyists, 
prompted perhaps by the recollection of instances of οἴδαμεν 
in John (3.2; 4.42; 7.27; 9.20, 24, 29, 31; 16.30; 21.24), changed 
οἶδα to οἴδαμεν (56 58 G1). (Bee also the comments on 4.25.) 





5.36 μείζω 

Instead of μείζω (accusative case), read by the majority of 
witnesses (Ν Ἢ K L$ Ὁ TA θ Π and most minuscules; 
D reads the alternative accusative form μείζονα), the variant 
reading μείζων (properly the nominative case) is found in p* 
ABEG MN WA Ψ Π 33 397 472 579 713 1071 2430 al 
‘The Inter reading, however, gives an antithesis (“I who am 
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greater than John have the testimony”) which is out of accord 
with the ccntext. (It is possible, however, that μείζων is a 
solecistic form of the accusative [see Moulton, Prolegomena, 
p. 49]; the meaning would be the same as that given by μείζω.) 


5.44 θεοῦ [8] 


Although early and important witnesses (ρα B W al) 
‘omit θεοῦ, it seems to be required in the context. The absence 
of the word can be accounted for through transcriptional 
oversight; the letters ΘῪ (the customary contraction for θεοῦ) 
were accidentally omitted from ΤΟΥ ΜΟΝΟΥΘΎΟΥ. 


6.1 τῆς Γαλιλαίας 18] 


‘The clumsiness of the two successive genitives, both identify- 
jing the same sea, prompted some copyists to omit τῆς Γαλι- 
λαίας (0210 1242* 1344 2174 0), and others to add after 
Γαλιλαίας either καί (V goth) or εἰς τὰ μέρη (D 8 892 
1009 1230 1253 15.6.5 geo). The meaning of the last, which 
is the smoothest reading, is “across the sea of Galilee to the 
regions of Tiberias.” If this reading were original, it would be 
difficult to account for the rise of the others. 








8.14 § ἐποίησεν σημεῖον {B} 

Although the combination of ΡῈ Β itt in support of ἃ... 
σημεῖα is impressive, the plural seems to be the result. of 
seribal assimilation to 2.23 and 62. The addition of ὁ ‘Inoods 
was made by copyists in the interest of clarity. 





8.15 ἀνεχώρησεν [Β] 

While it is possible that ἀνεχώρησεν (a word frequently 
used by Matthew but which occurs nowhere else in John) 
may have been substituted by copyists for φεύγει (because 
light would seem to be unbecoming for Jesus), a majority of 
the Committee was impressed by the ancient and widespread 
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testimony supporting ἀνεχώρησεν. It regarded φεύγει as ἃ 
typical Western reading introduced in several witnesses to 
enliven the narrative, (Syr conflates both readings, “he leit 
them and fled again ... .”) 


622 ἕν {A} 


In order to clarify the evangelist’s statement about the 
boat, eopyists added, in one form or another, the explanation 
that it was the one “into which his (Jesus’) disciples had 
entered.” The variety of wording of the addition condemns it 
as secondary, just as the age and variety of witnesses which 
support the shorter reading confirm thut as original. 


6.28 ἄλλα ἦλθεν πλοιά[ρια] ἐκ Τιβεριάδος [0] 


Amid the multiplicity of variants, the text of p, supported 
by several otiver widely scattered representative witnesses, was 
regarded by majority of the Committee as the reading that 
best. explains the origin of the others. As for the variation 
involving πλοῖα and πλοιάρια, in order to represent the 
balance of evidence and transcriptional probabilities it wae 
decided to print πλοιάϊρεαὶ. 


6.28. εὐχαριστήσαντος τοῦ κυρίου [0] 

On the one hand, the rarity of κύριος in referring to Jesus 
in Johannine narrative and the absence of the clause from 
certain Western witnesses (Ὁ) 086 [15.85.5 syr arm geo! Diates- 
saron'*) may suggest that the words are a gloss that erept 
into the other texts, On the other hand, however, in view 
of the widespread currency of the words in most. text 
ἃ majority of the Committee was reluctant to omit them. 











6.27 ὑμῖν δώσει [Β] 


Several witnesses (ND. it**!) sym! Chrysostom) read 
the present tense. which may have been assimilated to δίδωσιν 
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ὑμῖν in yer. 32. The reading ὑμῖν δώσει, supported by p™ AB 
W Θ ἢ 28 33 565 700 al, is clearly to be preferred. 





6.36 [we] {C} 

|A few witnesses ΟΣ A it syré) lack ye. Tt is possible 
that this is the original reading and that, μὲ has crept into 
the other witnesses from the context, In this ease Jesus! state- 
ment, “I said to you that you saw and yet do not believe,” 
clearly refers to the signs which the people had witnessed 
(ver. 26). On the other hand, a majority of the Committee, 
impressed by the age and diversity of the external attestation 
supporting με, preferred to retain the word in the text, but to 
enclose it within square brackets. 





6.42 καὶ τὴν μητέρα {BY 

‘The omission of the words καὶ τὴν μητέρα from several 
witnesses (X* W it® syr®* arm geo!) may be accidental 
sioned by homocoteleuton (πατέρα... . μητέρα), or deliberate, 
to correspond more exactly with the preceding clause (‘‘son of 
Joseph”). 





6.42 νῦν [0] 


‘The word νῦν, which superficially seems to be somewhat, 
clumsy in the context, is attested by representative witnesses 
(some of them early) of a variety of text-types. In order to 
ameliorate the reading, it appears that several copyists omitted 
γῶν, while many others replaced it with οὖν, which occurs so 
frequently throughout the Fourth Gospel. A few witnesses 
conflate the two readings. 


647 πιστεύων {A} 


‘The addition of εἰς ἐμέ as the object of the verb “believe” 
was both natural and inevitable; the surprising thing is that 
relatively many copyists resisted the temptation. If the words 
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had been present in the original text, no good reason can be 
suggested to account for their omission. The reading of the 
Old Syriac has been assimilated to 14.1. 


6.52 [αὐτοῦ] {C} 


Since the external evidence for and against the presence of 
αὐτοῦ is so evenly balanced, and since considerations of internal 
probabilities are not decisive, the Committee decided to retain 
the word enclosed within square brackets, 


6.56 ἀληθής... ἀληθής [0] 


Superficially the adjective ἀληθής appears to be inappro- 
printe, and therefore several witnesses substitute the adverb 
ἀληθῶς. On the whole, the external evidence supporting 
ἀληθής is of preponderant weight. 





6.56 αὐτῷ 


After αὐτῷ codex Bezae adds what appears to be a homiletio 
expansicn, καθὼς ἐν ἐμοὶ ὁ πατὴρ κἀγὼ ἐν τῷ πατρί. ἀμὴν 
ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν, ἐὰν μὴ λάβητε τὸ σῶμα τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀν- 
θρώπου ὡς τὸν ἄρτον τῆς ζωῆς, οὐκ ἔχετε ζωὴν ἐν αὐτῷ (“ 
the Futher is in me, 1 also am in the Father. Truly, truly, I κὰν 
to you, if you do not receive the body of the Son of man as 
the bread of life, you have no life in him"; the sentence “if 
you...in him” is also read by its), For the thought, com- 
pare 10.38 and 6.53. 





6.68 οἱ πατέρες [Δ] 


Since the evidence for of πατέρες is predominantly Egyptian, 
one might argue that the absence of ὑμῶν is the result of 
Alexandrian pruning. On the whole, however, it is more probable 
that, owing to the statement of πατέρες ὑμῶν ἔφαγον ἐν τῇ 
ἐρήμῳ τὸ μάννα καὶ ἀπέθανον in ver. 49, variety of copyists 
introduced ὑμῶν (or, by itacism, ἡμῶν) into the present 
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passage. In any case, the reading τὸ μάννα in the later wit 
nesses is clearly secondary. 
6.64 τίνες εἰσὶν of μὴ πιστεύοντες καί [Β] 

‘The omission of these words from several witnesses (p'* 
1344* ite syr*) is no doubt the result of oversight in tran- 
seription, occasioned by homocoarcton (rives . .. ris). The 
comission of μή by N Xe" al is less easy to account for, but 
it may be the result of a desire to indicate that. Jesus knew his 
‘own, rather than those who were not his own, The parallelism, 
however, with the first part of the verse seems to require the 
presence of the negative, 


6.69 ὁ ἅγιος τοῦ θεοῦ [ΑἹ 

‘The reading adopted for the text, decisively supported by 
Pe Β Οἱ Ὁ LW Ψ αἱ, was expanded in various ways by 
copyists, perhaps in imitation of expreseions in 1.49; 11.27; 
and Mt 16.16. 





6.11 ᾿Ισκαριώτου {C} 


Several witnesses (ΔΚ @ ΡῈ syr*"™*") interpret, “Iscariot” 
as ἀπὸ Καρυώτου, that is, rTP OX (ish Qtriyyot(h)) “man 
of Kerioth” {a town in southern Judeu). On the basis of pre- 
ponderant external evidence (p" BC LW W 33 al) the 
genitive case Ἰσκαριώτου, agrecing with Σίμωνοπ, is to. be 
preferred to the accusative case Ἰσκαριώτην, agrecing with 
"Ἰούδαν. (The omission of “Simon” from syt* and one ms. of 
the Vulgate is undoubtedly accidental.) For the spelling 
Σκαριώθ (Ὁ) its") and its variants, see the comments 
on Mt 10.4. 


71. ἤθελεν {Bi 


Although it can be argued that, in view of John’s usage 
elsewhere of ἔχειν ἐξουσίαν, meaning “to be able” (10.18. 
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twice; compare 19.10), the reading of W ite’! sy 
Chrysostom (εἶχεν ἐξουσίαν) should be regarded as original, 
particularly because it also appears to be the more difficult 
reading, Since, however, the idiom is not peculiar to John 
but occurs elsewhere as well, the Committee judged that the 
overwhelming weight of external evidence supporting ἤθελεν 
more than counterbalances any considerations bearing on the 
more difficult versus the less difficult reading. 





7.4. αὐτὸς ἐν παρρησίᾳ [0] 


‘The suggestion made by several commentators that the 
original text lacked the pronoun, which copyists added, as 
nominative or accusative, either before or after ἐν παρρησίᾳ, 
is attractive, but the Committee was reluctant to adopt 
on the bagis of the meager external attestation (ith ©) syr< 
cop" eth)—all of which may reflect only translational 
inaccuracy. Among the variations of case of the pronoun, 
the nominative seems to be preferable on the basis of both 
external evidence (pi 8 De K LX Δ ΘΠ W ῥ ῥ᾽ 28 33 
565 700 ai) and internal considerations (as more appropriate 
with ἐν παρρησίᾳ). ‘The neuter may have been suggested by 
Mt 10.26; Lk 12.2; the construction, however, of ζητεῖν. 
accusative and infinitive is found nowhere else in the 
Testament. 








7.8 οὐκ [0] 


‘The reading οὕπω was introduced at an early date (it is 
attested by p) in order to alleviate the inconsistency be- 
tween ver. 8 and ver. 10. 


7.9 atrds (Bj 


‘The reading airés, supported by pl ἐν D* W ft 565 al, 
be preferred as congruent with Johannine style. Copyists, 
however, apparently regarded it as superfluous and altered 





‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING ΤῸ JOHN 27 


it to αὐτοῖς (g* B D* 6 al), or replaced it with ὁ Ἰησοῦς as 
being more specifie (ite), or omitted it altogether (1365 δα 
itt προ geo! al) 





7.10 ἀλλὰ [ὡς] {D} 


On the one hand, external evidence strongly supports the 
reading with ὡς (p@"* BL W 6 ¥ γ᾽ f# 28 33 565 700 al). 
On the other hand, transcriptional probability seems to favor 
the originality of the reading without ὡς (RD it™aet gyre 
cop=-tai2 geo Diatessaron’ Cyril), since a copyist may 
have inserted the word in order to soften the force of the 
expression ἐν κρυπτῷ. In order to represent the balance, αὶ 
majority of the Committee preferred to retain the word in 
the text but to enclose it within square brackets to indicate 
doubt that it has a right to stand there. 








7.12 τοῖς ὄχλοις [Ὁ] 


Although the singular number ὄχλος is in accord with the 
author's usage (the plural oceurs nowhere else in the Fourth 
Gospel), the Committee was impressed by the superior external 
attestation supporting ὄχλοις. 


7.31 ἐποίησεν [Β] 

‘The aorist has the stronger and earlier support (ρα Ὁ BL 
TW ATI W ἢ 28 33 565 700 892 al); furthermore, the present 
ποιεῖ appears to be αὶ natural correction (Jesus, is still per- 
forming signs, whereas the aorist might seem to imply that 
they had ceased) 


7.36 


Aé the close of ver. 36 manuscript 225 (copied in κα». 1192) 
inserts the pericope of the adulteress, usually found at Jn 
7.53-8.11 
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ΤΑΥ͂ πρός με {B} 

‘A majority of the Committee judged that the absence of 
πρός με from several witnesses (p%* 8* D it?" al) was prob- 
ably due to seribal oversight 


7.39 πιστεύσαντες [0] 

A majority of the Committee judged that the tendency 
among copyists would have been to replace the sorist par- 
ticiple (read by ΡΝ B LT W δὴ syr* geo! al) with the 
present participle (read by 8 Ὁ K X A OT Wf f# 28 33 
565 700 al). 


7.89 πνεῦμα {A} 

‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
πνεῦμα, supported by p78 KT @ II Ψ 1079 αἱ. The tendency 
to add ἅγιον was both natural and widespread among Chris- 
tian seribes, whereas if the word had been present in the 
original, its deletion would be inexplicable. Furthermore, lest 
an uninformed reader imagine that John meant that the 
Spirit was not in existence prior to Jesus’ glorification, copyists 
introduced a variety of modifications: (1) “the (Holy) Spirit 
‘was not yet given (δεδομένον) " read by B 1230 itsherat ast 
vg syr"?-0" geot al; (2) "the Holy Spirit was not yet upon 
them,” read by D* it# goth; and (3) “not yet came the Holy 
Spirit,” eth. 


7.40. τῶν λόγων τούτων 
Despite the simple, straightforward nature of the account, 


a curious multiplicity of variant readings developed during 
the transmission of the text. They include the following: 





(1) τῶν λόγων τούτων pe NE BLT U it 
cop®-*° goth arm 

(2) τῶν λόγων αὐτοῦ K W IT yee 

(8) αὐτοῦ τῶν λόγων τούτων pH N* DO 


 gyrt™.nat 
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(4) τῶν λόγω EH MY A* 

(Ὁ) τὸν λόγον 8. AF A 

(6) τὸν λόγον τοῦτον X many ταϊπυϑουϊδα cop* oth 

(7) τούτων τῶν λόγων G 

(8) αὐτοῦ τὸν λόγον 124 

(9) omit 106  syr= 

Although John prefers to use the singular number of λόγος 
(the plural occurs elsewhere only in 10.19; 14.24; and 19.13), 
an analysis of the external evidence suggests that the singular 
number (variants 5, 6, and 8) is a secondary development from 
the plural. Likewise, the omission (9) must be accounted acci- 
dental. Reading (3) has the appearance of being conflation 
Of the other readings a majority of the Committee proferred 
(2) on the basis of age and diversity of external attestation, 


TAG ἐλάλησεν οὕτως ἄνθρωπος [8] 


The crisp brevity of the reading supported by "BL 
T W cop al was expanded for the sake of greater explicitness 
in various ways, none of which, if original, would account for 
the rise of the others. 


7.52 προφήτης 


Instend of προφήτης pi" and pi read ὁ προφήτης, whieh 
happens to agree with the eighteenth century conjecture pro- 
posed by Dr. Owen, that the text read originally ὅτι ὁ mpo- 
φήτης ἐκ τῆς Γαλιλαίας οὐκ ἐγείρεται (“that the prophet 
is not to arise out οἵ Galilee”)? 


7.83-8.11 — Pericope of the Adulleress 


‘The evidence for the nonJohannine origin of the pericope 
of the adulteress is overwhelming. It is absent from such early 





3 Owen's conjecture is reported by William Bowyer, Critieal Conjectures 
‘and Observations on the New Testament Colleced from Various Authors, 
3rd ed. (London, 1782), p. 157. 
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and diverse manuscripts as p** 8 BLN TWX YAQW 
O141 0211 22 33 124 157 209 565 788 $28 1230 1241 1242 
1253 2193 al. Codiees A and C are defective in this part of 
John, but it is highly probable that neither contained the 
pericope, for careful measurement discloses that there would 
not have been space enough on the missing leaves to inelude 
the seetion along with the rest of the text. In the East the 
passage is absent from the oldest form of the Syriac version 
(sys and the best manuscripts of sy7*), as well as from the 
Suhidie and the sub-Achmimie versions and the older Bohairie 
manuscripts. Some Armenian manuseriptst and the Old Georgian 
version? omit it, In the West the passage is absent from the 
Gothie version and from several Old Latin manuscripts {0 95} 
No Greek Church Father prior to Euthymius Zigabenus (twelfth 
century) comments on the passage, and Euthymius dectares 
that the accurate copies of the Gospel do not contain it. 
When one adds to this impressive and diversified list of 
external evidence the consideration that the style and voeabu- 
lary of the pericope differ noticeably from the rest of the 
Fourth Gospel (see any critical commentary), and that it 
interrupts the sequence of 7.52 und 8.12 ff., the case against 
its being of Johannine authorship appears to be conclusive. 
At the same time the aecount has all the earmarks of 
torical veracity, It is obviously a piece of oral tradition wh 
circulated in certain parts of the Western church and which 














* According to a note in Zoheab's edition of the Armenian version, 
“Only five of the thity: manuseripte we ised preserve here the addition 
(i.e. the pericope of the adulteress) found in Latin manuseripts. The 
remainder usually with aur exemplar int placing it as a separate 
swetion at the 

traniicrpis the pana in eoumphctle alta ἴα bab lace” (Wranolatel 
by Erroll B, Rhodes, who comments as follows in a the present 
writer: “When the perleope is found in mannseripts 52. it ἐς fro 

with an asterisk or other κυεῖν! 
























quently aeeompani 
*The pericope ie lacking in the Adysh mss (λον, 897 
(A.0. 913), and the Thee ais, (λον. 995) 
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was subsequently incorporated into various manuscripts at 
various places. Most copyists apparently thought that it would 
interrupt John’s narrative least if it were inserted after 7.52 
(Ὁ Κὶ ΟἹ GH KM U ΤΠ 28 700 892 al). Others placed it 
after 7.36 (ms, 225) or after 7.44 (several Georgian mss.)! or 
after 21.25 (1 565 1076 1570 1582 armé™) or after Lk 21.38 
(P*), Significantly enough, in many of the witnesses whieh con 
tain the passage it is marked with asterisks or obeli, indicating 
that, though the seribes included the account, they were aware 
that it lurked satisfactory credentials, 

Sometimes it is stated that the pericope was deliberately 
expunged from the Fourth Gospel because it was liable to be 
understood in a sense too indulgent to adultery, But, apart, 
from the absence of any instance elsewhere of seribal excision 
of an extensive passage because of moral prudence, this theory 
fails “to explain why the three preliminary verses (vii δ 
viii 1-2), so important as apparently descriptive of the time 
and place at which all the discourses of 6. viii were spoken, 
should have been omitted with the rest” (Hort, “Notes on 
Select Readings,” pp. 86). 

Although the Committee was unanimous that the pericope 
was originally no part of the Fourth Gospel, in deference to 
the evident antiquity of the passage a majority decided to 
print it, enclosed within double square brackets, at its tradi- 
tional place following Jn 7.52. 

Tnasmuch as the passage is absent from the ear! 
better manuseripte which normally serve to identify types of 
text, it is not always easy to make a decision among alternative 
reading In any case it will be understood that the 





























180 Eberband Nestle, who, however, identifies no specific manuscripts 
(Binfihrung in das Grivckische Neue Testament, 3ve Aufl (Gottingen, 
1909], p. 157); According to information kindly: provided by Dr. J. N 
Birdsall, the pericope follovrs 7.44 in Sinai ms. gcorg. 16. 

In the editio princeps of the Georgian Bible (Moscow, 1743), as well as 
the editions of the New ‘Testament of 1816, 1818, 1878 (Gospels), and 1879, 
the pericope stands in its traditional place after 7.52 
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levels of certainty ({A}, [Β]} are within the framework of 
the initial decision relating to the passage as a whole. 


82 καὶ πᾶς ὁ λαὸς ἤρχετο πρὸς αὐτόν, καὶ καθίσας. 
ἐδίδασκεν αὐτούς [Β] 
‘The Committee preferred the reading that is attested by a 
relatively wide variety of witnesses. 


8.8 γυναῖκα ἐπὶ μοιχείᾳ [0] 


A few witnesses (D 1071) replace μοιχείᾳ with the less 
specific ἁμαρτίᾳ, perhaps in unticipation of the close of ver. 11. 


84 αὐτῷ {A} 

‘The comment concerning the motive for putting Jesus to 
the test occurs in δ few witnesses in ver. 4, in most others in 
ver, 6, and in still others in either ver. 8 or ver. 11. 


8.8. γῆν {A} 

In order to satisfy pious curiosity concerning what it was 
that. Jesus wrote upon the ground, after γῆν several witnesses 
(U IL 73 331 364 700 782 1502 arm™) add the words dos 
ἑκάστου αὐτῶν τὰς ἁμαρτίας (“the sins of every one of them"). 


8.9. of δὲ ἀκούσαντες ἐξήρχοντο els καθ᾽ εἷς {A} 

The basic text of the pericope continued to be amplified 
by the addition of explanatory glosses. The Textus Receptus 
adds the statement that the woman's accusers were them- 
selves “reproved by their conscience” (ὑπὸ τῆς συνειδήσεως 
ἐλεγχόμενοι). 


8.9. πρεσβυτέρων {A} 

‘The reading πρεσβυτέρων was enhanced by adding ἃ clause 
(in one form or another) indicating that all of the woman’s 
accusers went away. 
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810. ᾿σοῦς {A} 
The text was elaborated by adding (in one form or another) 
a clause referring to Jesus’ looking at the woman. 


8.10 ποῦ εἰσιν (A) 


‘The Textus Receptus, following Ε Fv G K 1079 αἱ, adds 
ἐκεῖνοι οἱ κατἠγοροί σοὺ (“those accusers of yours”). 


8.16 ἀληθινή (B) 

‘The external evidence in support of ἀληθινή (Ὁ BD LT 
W X 2833 $02 1241 goth) is slightly better and more diversified 
than that supporting ἀληθής (pi NK A © Ψ 0250 f' f 565 
700 al). The reading ἀληθής appears to have arisen by ussimila 
tion to verses 13, 14, and 17. The reading δικαία, attested by 
ἃ limited range of witnesses (1242 syr!"™* Diatessaron" Cyril), 
is obviously ἃ secondary development, for, as the most appro- 
priate of the various adjectives qualifying κρίσις, if it were 
original there would be no reason why the other readings would 
have arisen 


8.160. πατήρ [0] 

Although a minority of the Committee argued that πατήρ, 
which is absent from 8* D it! syr, crept into all other wit- 
nesses ‘by assimilation to ver. 18, the majority of the Com- 
mittee was impressed by the age, range, and diversity of 
evidence which attests the word, and judged that its omission 
from four or five manuscripts was due to transcriptional 
oversight, 

8.25 ὅτι {B} 

Since the older Greek manuscripts lack punctuation and are 
written without division between words, it is possible to in- 
terpret Τὴν ἀρχὴν . . . ὑμῖν in several ways: 

1. As a question, with ὅτε το ΜΕΥ (“Why do I speak to you 

at all?”), 
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2, As an exclamation, with 8 τὰ in the sense of the Hebrew 
mp (‘That 1 speak to you at all!”), 

3. As an affirmation, with δ᾽ τε and supplying éy@ eur 
[1 am} from the beginning what I am telling you” or 
“Primarily ΠῚ am] what I'am telling you” or “Ἢ am] what 
1 have told you from the beginning”). 

Several Latin witnesses (and the Gothic), misunderstanding 
the Greek, translate Principim, gui et loquor vobis (“1 am] 
the Beginning, even I who speak to you”). The Ethiopie omits 
ὅτι (1 am] the Beginning, and 1 told you so”). The Bodmer 
Papyrus ΠῚ (p#) reads, according toa marginal correction 
which may be by the original seribe, Εἶπεν αὐτοῖς ὁ ‘Ingots, 
Εἶπον ὑμῖν τὴν ἀρχὴν ὅ τι καὶ λαλῶ ὑμῖν (“Jesus said τὸ 
them, I told you in the beginning that which also 1 am 
telling you"”).! 


8.84 τῆς ἁμαρτίας [0] 

A imajority of the Committee explained the absence of 
τῆς ἁμαρτίας from several witnesses of the Western text 
(Ὁ ith syr cop Clement ai) as a stylistic improvement 
introduced by copyists either (a) because τὴν ἁμαρτίαν oecurs 
just a few words earlier or (Ὁ) in order to make a closer con- 
nection with the following general expression ὁ δὲ δοῦλος. 


8.88 παρὰ τῷ πατρί [Β] 

‘The addition of μου after πατρί and/or the addition of 
ταῦτα as correlative to & appear to be natural explieations that 
copyists would have been inclined to make in the interest of 
greater clarity; whereas, if either or both had been present 
originally, it is difficult to explain their omission in the oldest 
witnesses. (Gee also the comments on the last variant reading 
in this verse.) 





Ὁ For full discussions of the difficulties of the passage, see R. W. Funk, 
Harcard Theological Review, ut (1958), pp. 95-100, and FE. R. Smothers, 8.5., 
ibid, pp. 111-122, sho independently prefer the resding of p**. 
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8.38 ἠκούσατε ((] 

Although ἑωράκατε is early and widespread (p# 8* D AW 
the Old Latin vg syr*** cop"? Diatessaron al), 
a majority of the Committee judged that it was introduced 
by copyists in order to balance ἑώρακα in the preceding elause; 
on the other hand, if ἑωράκατε were original, there is no 
reason why scribes should have substituted ἠκούσατε. 


8.28. τοῦ πατρός [0] 


A majority of the Committee regarded ὑμῶν after τοῦ 
πατρὸς (or τῷ πατρί, the dative having been introduced for 
the sake of uniformity with the preceding) and ταῦτα as 
seribal refinements, the former having been inserted in an 
‘attempt to clarify what was taken to be a contrast, between 
God and the devil. (This contrast, however, seems to be 
introduced at ver. 41.) Without the possessive pronouns, both 
instances of the word “father” in ver, 38 seem to refer to God, 
and ποιεῖτε is probably imperative mood. (See also the com- 
ments on the first variant reading in this verse.) 


8.89 ἐποιεῖτε (ΟἹ 


It appears that the original text of this verse involved a 
mixed conditional sentence, with ¢... ἐστέ in the protasis, 
and ἐποιεῖτε in the apodosis (“If you are really Abraham's 
children, you would be doing the works of Abraham’). The 
variant readings arose in an effort to make a more grammatically 
“correct” condition; thus, instead of ἐστε (p= 8 BD LTV 
070 1321 δὴ it%* vg syr*), the later text reads ἦτε (C N WX 
TA GAT # 25 iter<=48 cop af), which, with ἐποιεῖτε, 
makes a condition contrary to fact. Other witnesses add ἄν, 
even though in koine Greek “the addition of ἄν to the apodosis 
is no longer obligatory” (Blass-Debrunner-Funk, Grammar, 
§ 360, 1). 
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8.44. οὐκ ἔστηκεν [Ὁ] 

‘The form ἔστηκεν (imperfect of στήκω), supported by ρ΄ 
§ BY D LW X ΔΘ Ψ f* 33 892 al, follows more naturally 
after ἣν than does the perfeet tense ἕστηκεν (p BY CK II ft 
28 565 700 al), 


8.53 πατρὸς ἡμῶν [ΟἹ 
‘The words πατρὸς ἡμῶν are omitted by D W 


syr* cop", probably because they seem to contradict the 
statement in ver, 44, “You are of your father the devil.” 


desde 





8.54 ἡμῶν [0] 

The reading ὑμῶν (& B* Ὁ ΧΟ W 700 al) makes the words 
following ὅτι indirect discourse, whereas ἡμῶν (pA Bt 
CK LWA @ IL β f* 28 88 565 802 al) involves direct die 
course, The Committee, noting that both readings have good 
manuscript support, judged that the change was more likely 
to go from direct to indirect discourse than vice versa, 


8.07 πεντήκοντα ἔτη 


In an attempt to harmonize the statement more closely with 
Lk 3.23, a few witnesses (A 289 262 1355 1555 Chrysostom 
Ps-Athansius) read τεσσαράκοντα (“You are not yet forty 
‘years old’). 


8.67 ἑώρακας {BY 

A fow witnesses (5% ΜΡ 0124 syr* cop™t™*=¥) read ἑώρακέν 
σε (“... has Abraham seen you?”). This is doubtless a scribal 
assimilation of the Jews’ question to Jesus’ previous statement 
(“Abraham . .. [saw] my day,” ver. 56). The reading chosen 
for the text, besides having much stronger manuseript attesta- 
tion (p Ne A Be (BY W Θ 28 ἑώρακε) CDK LXATIY 
F' f* 28 38 565 700 892 many others), is more fitting on the 
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part of the Jews, who, assuming the superiority of Abraham 
(ver. 53), would naturally represent Jesus as seeing Abraham 
rather than Abraham as seeing Jesus. 


8.59. ἱεροῦ [A] 

‘The true text almost certainly closes with ἱεροῦ, which is 
attested by p@" ΓΒ Ὁ W Θ᾽ ite beet! vg syrt cop 
temsach? arm geo’ Diatessaron'!-" al, In order to give the 
impression that, Jesus eseaped by miraculous power, copyists 
expanded the text by borrowing διελθὼν διὰ μέσου αὐτῶν 
from Lk 4.30, and then continuing h καὶ παρῆγεν οὕτως, 
in preparation for the statement. in 9.1. If any of these longer 
texts were original, there is no reason why the best representa- 
tives of the earliest text-types should have omitted it. 





94 ἡμᾶς δεῖ [Ὁ] 

Although it is difficult to choose among the readings, a 
majority of the Committee preferred ἡμᾶς δεῖ, (a) because 
of its somewhat superior external support, and (2) because it 
is slightly more probable that copyists would have altered 
ἡμᾶς to ἐμέ than view vers. 


9.4. πέμψαντός με [Ὁ] 

‘The ‘reading πέμψαντος ἡμᾶς, which is @ non-Johannine 
expression, appears to have been introduced into several 
witnesses (p*"* 8* L W cop® al) as correlative with ἡμᾶς δεῖ 
at the beginning of the sentence, (See also the previous variant, 
reading.) 

9.6 ἐπέχρισεν {BI 

Perhaps because the verb “anoint” seemed inappropriate to 
describe the application of clay, a few copyists substituted a 
more general term, either ἐπέθηκεν (B Diatessaron‘) or “he 
touched his eyes with the clay” (cop*). The reading in Ephracm’s 
Commentary on the Diatessaron is noteworthy: 12.0 
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<2) Lis (“He made eyes irom the [lit., his} 
clay”). 


9.11 ἀπεκρίθη ἐκεῖνος, ‘O ἄνθρωπος ὁ λεγόμενος ᾿Ἰησοῦς 
10] 

‘The words καὶ εἶπεν are a natural expansion introduced by 
copyists (A K W X A II Ψ f# 28 700 892 al). Among the other 
readings, that supported by p 8 B 0124 f' 33 al was preferred 
on the basis of age and diversity of attestation, 


O11, τὸν Bode 

‘The reading τὸν Σιλωάμ, which is decisively supported by: 
s* 8 BD LW X Θ 0124 1 118 218 565 ἡμὴ... gyro 
cop arm al, was clarified with an expansion from ver. 7 
80 as to read τὴν κολυμβήθραν τοῦ Σιλωάμ (A TAA TW 
13 28 83 579 700 802 it vg goth syr® cop geo al). 





9.21 αὐτὸν ἐρωτήσατε 

In the interest of making a smoother sequence of clauses 
(cf. the sequence in ver. 23), the Textus Receptus, following 
ATA A most minuscules it! goth syr al, transposes the 
words αὐτὸν ἐρωτήσατε to follow ἡλικίαν ἔχει. The omission 
of the clause in a few witnesses (S* it* cop™ Chrysostom) is 
probably accidental (»* replaces the clause with αὐτός). 





9.28 καὶ ἐλοιδόρησαν [0] 

‘The most primitive reading appears to be that attested 
by ρὲ 8* BOW 0124 al. ‘The καί fell out after γενέσθαι (pH 
AK X A 28 700 al) or was replaced with a less commonplace 
connective (ἐλοιδόρησαν οὖν [Ὁ TM it= goth, or of δὲ ἔλοι- 
Sopnoay δ΄ D L © Y 0250 ἢ 33 365 al), 


9.85 ἀνθρώπου {A} 


‘The external support for ἀνθρώπου (p# 8 BD W ον 
copstemtacy af) is so weighty, and the improbability of 
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θεοῦ being altered 10 ἀνθρώπου is so great, that the Com- 
mittee regarded the reading adopted for the text as virtually 
certain, 


9.36. ἀπεκρίθη ἐκεῖνος καὶ εἶπεν, Καὶ τίς ἐστιν, κύριε 
10] 
Among the several readings current in the manuscripts, that, 
adopted for the text is typically Johannine and is the most 
widely attested. 


9.38-39a 


Several 
καὶ προσεκύνησεν αὐτῷ. καὶ εἶπεν ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς (p 8* W it? 
cop; Dintessaron® lacks verses 38 and 39 entirely!), Since 
ἔφη is rare in John (only at 1.23 and in some witnesses at 
9.36) and sinee προσκυνέω occurs nowhere else in the Fourth 
Gospel, Brown suggests that the words may be “an addition 
stemming from the association of John ix with the baptismal 
liturgy and eatechesis.”* Apart from the question whether such 
liturgical influence would have been likely as early asp", 
n view of the overwhelming preponderance of external attestu- 
tion in favor of the longer text, it appears that the omission, 
if notyaccidental, is to be regarded as editorial, made in the 
interest of unifying Jesus’ teaching in verses 37 and 39. 





nesses lack the words ὁ δὲ ἔφη, Πιστεύω κύριε" 
ῳ 

















10,7 ἡ θύρα 

‘The reading ὁ ποιμήν (p* cop™) is an early alleviation of 
the text, introdueed by copyists who found the expression “the 
door of the sheep” too difficult. 


‘The editdr, Alberto Vaceari, suggests that the two verses have dropped 
‘out accidentally because verses 37 and 39 begin in the same way (Disit 
ei Teeus), 

+ Raymond F. Brown, The Gospel According to John (Frit) (New 
York, 1966), p. 375. 
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10.8 ἦλθον [πρὸ ἐμοῦ) 10} 

It is difficult to decide whether copyists added πρὸ ἐμοῦ, 
before or after ἦλθον, in order to make more sense from a 
highly compressed statement, or whether they omitted the 
words in order to lessen the possibility of taking the passage 
as a blanket condemnation of all Old Testament worthies, 
Although the external evidence for the shorter text is im- 








pressive (pi 8* EF GMS U I’ Δ 28 892 and most minus- 
cules, ie-DeeH Lat yg gyros! eopr-bomtact? goth Diates- 
saron™*”"44 al), and although the divided testimony regarding 





the position of πρὸ ἐμοῦ would normally suggest the secondary 
character of the words, a majority of the Committee, observing. 
that several witnesses (D it vge) omit πάντες in order 
to lessen the scope and drastic nature of the statement, judged 
that the least: unsatisfactory decision was to retain the words 
πρὸ ἐμοῦ after ἦλθον but to enclose them within square 
brackets. 


10.11 τίθησιν [B} 


Instead of the expression “to lay down one’s life,” which 
is characteristically Johannine (10.15, 17; 13.37, 38; 15.13; 
1 Jn 8.16 bis), several witnesses (p* R* D al) substitute the 
expression “to give one’s life,”” which ocours in the Synoptic 
Gospels (Mt 20.28; Mk 10.45). 








10.15 τίθημι {C} 


See the comments on ver. 11. 


10.16 γενήσονται [0] 


Although both readings are well attested, the Committee 
judged that the plural γενήσονται has slightly stronger support 
@* 8 BD L WX Θ Ψ f' 33 565 al) than the singular 
γενήσεται (p N* A K ATI Γ᾽ 28 700 al). Furthermore, the 
singular number appears to be a stylistic correction, 
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10.16 μία ποίμνη 

All known witnesses except the Latin Vulgate read “one 
flock.” Jerome's erroneous rendering unum ovile (“one fold”) 
was followed by Wycliff and the translators of Cromwell's 
Great Bible, the Geneva Bible, the Bishops’ Bible, the Rheims- 
Douay Bible, and the Authorized or King James Bible. 


10.18 αἴρει {C} 

Although the aorist ἦρεν (“No one has taken (my life) from 
me”) has early and good support (ν᾿ 8* B), and although it 
may seem to be preferred as the more difficult reading, a majority 
of the Committee judged that its external attestation was too 
limited in extent, representing, us it does, only a single textual 
type (the Exyptian) 


10.223 τότε [0] 

Of the four variant readings, δὲ τότε (1321 copmo™ veer?) 
can be dismissed as ἃ conflation, and the absence of any particle 
(δ' 565 1010 1344 its” syr* goo! al) is due either to an accident 
in transmission or to deliberate omission at the beginning of « 
lection. Both τότε and δέ are well attested, In view of the 
preceding ἐγένετο the origin of either reading (eyeverorore 
or eyeverobe) is susceptible of explanation on transcriptional 
grounds (dittography or haplography), followed by confusion 
(oot infrequent in some Greek manuscripts) of δὲ and τέ, 
After considerable debate a majority of the Committee pre- 
ferred τότε as “75 appropriate not to have been included 
originally.” 


10.26 ἐμῶν {B} 

‘The two readings, which are almost equally well attested, 
can be evaluated in different ways. On the one hand, ἃ minority 
of the Committee explained the absence of the clause καθὼς 
εἶπον ὑμῖν to be the result of deliberate deletion by copyists 
who could find in the previous account no saying of Jesus that 
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the Jews were not of his sheep. On the other hand, the majority 
of the Committee regarded the clause as an obvious scribal 
accretion to the text 


10.29 ὃ δέδωκέν μοι πάντων μεῖζόν ἐστιν [Ὁ] 

In sorting out this nest of variant readings which present 
all possible combinations of the masculine or neuter relative 
pronoun and the masculine or neuter comparative adjective 
only those readings need be seriously considered which involve 
the sequence 6 πατήρ μου 8... (for the sequence ὁ πατήρ 
ov ὅς, if original, would almost certainly not have been 
altered). The reading of 8 L W W is impossible Greek, and 
cannot be construed. This leaves the reading of B*, which is 
supported by the Old Latin, Vulgate, Bohairie, Gothie, Ambrose, 
und Augustine (the difference of sequence of μεῖζον πάντων 
in the versions may be accounted for as translational varia- 
tion), It thus appears that the reading ὁ πατήρ μου ὃ δέδωκέν. 
μοι πάντων μεῖζόν ἐστιν, because of the unexpected sequence 
of neuter relative pronoun after ὁ πατήρ μου (‘my Father,” 
by hyperbaton, functions us subject of δέδωκεν within the 
relative clause), best explains the origin of the other readings. 


10.29 πατρός [0] 

‘The shorter reading has early, if somewhat limited, support 
(p48 B Lyi! cop™™ Origen). A majority of the Com- 
mittee regarded μου to be natural addition which not a few 
copyists might make independently of on another. 








10.32 πατρός [0] 

‘The Committee preferred the shorter reading, which has 
diversified support, and regarded μοῦ as ἃ nattiral addition 
made by copyists. 


10.34 ὑμῶν [Β] 
In view of 8.17 (ἐν τῷ νόμῳ δὲ τῷ ὑμετέρῳ γέγραπται), 
the reading with ὑμῶν appears to be Johannine, and its omission 
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in several witnesses (ρα 8* D @ syr* geo? al) may reflect an 
attempt by seribes to soften what seemed to be an unnecessary 
dichotomy between Jesus and the Old Testament. 


10.38 καὶ γινώσκητε [0] 

Copyists seem to have regarded the reading καὶ γινώσκητε, 
whieh has carly and diversified support (p**"% BL. (W X 
γινώσκετε) © [' δὲ 565 al), to be pleonastie after γνῶτε, and 
therefore either replaced the verb with πιστεύσητε (as in 
(ὰ πιστεύητε) A K A Π W f* 28 700 al) or omitted it en- 
tirely (as in D its*<4e0 gyr* al), 


11.17. τέσσαρας ἤδη ἡμέρας 

‘There are four variant readings: 

(1) τέσσαρας ἥδη ἡμέρας φ᾽" ΒΟ" Θ J? αἱ 

(2) τέσσαρας ἡμέρας ἤδη αὶ AC CHLWXT A ATES Bye 

(8) ἤδη τέσσαρας ἡμέρας p its” goth 

(4) τέσσαρας ἡμέρας A* Τὴ 287 ἴδ" syr*” cops arm 

eth geo 

Among the several readings, that chosen for the text is the 
best supported and also accounts best for the rise of the others. 
Copyists were either dissatisfied with ἤδη separating τέσσαρας 
ἡμέρας and so moved it before or after the phrase, or, in a. few 
ceases, they omitted the word by an accident in transcription, 
either when “four” was written as a word (TeccapacHau- 
Hmepac)_or, more likely, when it was represented as a 
numeral (BHAMHMEPAC). 


11.19 τὴν Μάρθαν [8] 

‘The reading adopted for the text, which is supported by 
early and weighty evidence (p** 8 B C* L W X 88 al), 
accounts best for the origin of the other readings. The use of 
the single definite article before the two names is unusual; 
one would have expected it either to be repeated before 
Μαριάμ or omitted before Μάρθαν. D and perhaps some of 
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the Greek manuscripts lying behind several carly versions 
omit τήν before Μάρθαν. Other witnesses (p“ A CK A 
OILY f fal) read τὰς περὶ Μάρθαν, a classical Greck con- 
struction foreign to John (ef. Ac 13.13). This reading, which 
means Martha and Mary and their household (servants and/or 
friends), may have been introduced by copyists who, taking 
the unexpected expression “the Martha-and-Mary” to mean 
the houschold of the two sisters, substituted the more elegant 
Greek construction, Such an alteration may also have been 
suggested by [ai}rds περί in the next line. 


11.25 καὶ ἡ ζωή (BY 


‘The omission of καὶ αὶ ζωή from several witnesses (p4" it! 
syr* Origen Cyprian Titus of Bostra) is puzaling. Was it added 
in the great muss of witnewes in anticipation of the thought 
expressed by the following ζήσεται and ὁ ζῶν, or was it 
omitted, pethaps by accident in transcription or because 
ver. 24 makes mention of the resurrection alone? On the basis 
of considerations of the age, weight, and diversification of 
witnesses that include the words, a majority of the Committee 
preferred to retain them in the text, 


11.381 δόξαντες [Β] 


‘The manuscript support for δόξαντες is early (the non- 
sensical reading δοξάζοντες of p” is tantamount to testimony 
supporting δόξαντες) and widely diversified (& B Ct D L 
W X Λα 78 33 700 syr*"-'"* cop arm eth geo). The reading 
λέγοντες may have arisen when it was asked how the evangelist 
could have known the thoughts of the Jews (as also in 11.13, 
where ms, X substitutes ἔλεγον for ἔδοξαν). 





11,82 πρός 


‘The reading πρὸς τοὺς πόδας (in the description of Mary's 
falling αἱ Jesus’ feet) is supported by carly and diverse attesta- 
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tion (p= 8 Β Οὗ D L W X Ψ ἢ 88 al); other witnesses (in- 
cluding 5* AC? TP ΔΘ A II f* al) read εἰς τοὺς πόδας, 
Although the latter expression is admittedly strange, and 
therefore likely to be altered, a majority of the Committee 
was impressed by the superior external evidence supporting 
πρὸς τοὺς πόδας. 


11.383 ἐνεβριμήσατο τῷ πνεύματι καὶ ἐτάραξεν ἑαυτόν 

Instead of the reading adopted as the text, several witnesses: 
(p* (p®) D @ ft 22 131 660 1582 2193 it? cop™"" arm) read 
ἐταράχθη τῷ πνεύματι ὡς ἐμβριμούμενος. Since the latter is 
the easier reading (for it softens the statement by inserting 
5), a majority of the Committee regarded it as a segondary 
improvement, introduced from a sense of reverence for the 
person of Jesus, 


11.4Ὁ ἃ ἐποίησεν {B} 


‘The external evidence for the plural’ ἅ is slightly better 
than that supporting the singular 8, Although it is. possible 
that the plural may have been introduced from ver. 46, a 
majority of the Committee thought it more likely that copyists 
replaced & with the singular because tho context speaks of 
Jesus’ having, performed one σημεῖον. 


11.50 ὑμῖν [8] 

‘The second person pronoun, which is strongly supported 
(δ B D L Χ al), is in accord with the tone of contempt 
represented by the closing words of ver. 49. The omission of 
the pronoun from & and a few other witnesses may be accidental 
or under the influence of 18.14. 


41.51 τοῦ ἐνιαυτοῦ ἐκείνου 


‘Through carelessness the scribes of δ and D omit ἐκείνου, 
doubtless because of confusion arising from the ending of the 
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previous word, The whole expression “of that year” is omitted 
by p® ite sys", perhaps as redundant after ver. 49. 


12.1 Λάζαρος {B} 

Although the absence of ὁ τεθνηκώς from & BL WX 
ites! syrv.est cope" eth al ean be explained as a de- 
liberate deletion because it seemed entirely superfluous in view 
of the following clause, a majority of the Committee, im- 
pressed by the external attestation supporting the shorter 
reading, judged the words to be a seribal gloss that was added. 
at-an early date (it is read by p#). 





12.4 ᾿Ιούδας ὁ ᾿Ισκαριώτης εἷς [ἐκ] τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ 
{Cc} 

‘The identification of Judas ax Σίμωνος (A K X AO IY 
065 /" 28 Bye) or as Σίμων (1195 1242* 1344 2148 al) is a 
seribal accretion deriyed from 6,71. These same witnesses also 
smooth the sequence by placing the name after the indefinite 
εἷς ἐκ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ and before ὁ μέλλων αὐτὸν παρα- 
διδόναι. Τὰ was thought best to retain the words εἷς ἐκ, an 
expression that occurs in eleven other passages in the Fourth 
Gospel, but in view of the absence of ἐκ in such early and 
noteworthy witnesses as p*7" BL W 33, to enclose it within 
square brackcts. (For the reading of D, see the comments 
on 6.71 and Mt 10.4.) 


12.8 include verse [Ὁ] 


‘The omission of μεθ᾽ ἑαυτῶν ἐμὲ δὲ οὐ πάντοτε ἔχετε by 
and A* is clearly the result οἵ parab the eye of the 
ibe passing from ἔχετε to ἔχετε. The omission of verses 
id § from 0250 seems also to be due to a transeriptional 
accident, the seribe's eye passing from ΕἸ ΤΕ ΝΟΥ͂Ν to EFRWOYN 
It is much more difficult to aceount for the absence of ver. 8 
from 1) it? syr, On the one hand, it can be argued that the 
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words were added at an carly date by a copyist who recalled 
the similar statement in Mt. 26.11 and Mk 14.7. On the other 
hand, the overwhelming manuscript support for the verse 
seemed to a majority of the Committee to justify retaining it 
in the text. 


12.9 "Ἔγνω οὖν [6] ὄχλος πολὺς ἐκ τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων 
10} 

It is natural to regard ὄχλος πολύς (pA ΒΓ Καὶ Χ ΔΘ 
TI W f* 33 Byz) and ὁ ὄχλος ὁ πολὺς (p%* W 0250 1010) as 
scribal ameliorations of the difficult reading ἔγνω οὖν ὁ ὄχλος 
πολὺς (8 BY L 28 892 al). But the expression ὁ ὄχλος πολύς 
serving as the subject of a verb is such unusual Greek (with 
πολύς in the predicate position) that serious doubts arise 
whether the evangelist could have written it thus, A majority 
of the Committee therefore thought it appropriate to enclose 
ὁ within square brackets. See also 12.12, 


12.12 ὁ ὄχλος πολὺς ὁ (C} 


[As in ver. 9 (sce the comments there) the difficult. word order 
has resulted in the omission of the (first) article from many 
witnesses. According to Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 270, 1, and 
‘Turner, Syntaz, p. 186, the predicate position of πολύς is 
probably by analogy to πᾶς and ὅλος. 





12.17 ὅτε [0] 

‘The reading ὅτε is preferable to ὅτι because it is supported 
by generally superior external testimony, and because ὅτε 
appears to be an attempt to clarify the uecount, which other- 
wise could be taken to refer to two erowds (ef. ver. 18). 


12.98 τὸ ὄνομα {BY 


Instead of the reading “glorify thy name," found in all the 
carly and in most of the later witnesses, several of the later 
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witnesses (10 Χ f' 55 33 1071 1241 al), influenced by the recollec- 
tion of the opening of Jesus’ high-priestly prayer (17.1), read 
“glorify thy Son." In codex Bezac the assimilation takes a 
different form: while retaining τὸ ὄνομα, the scribe of D con- 
tinues with words that recall 17.5, which in that manuseri 
TRA PT Mag eget eer 
γενέσθαι. 


12.32 πάντας ἑλκύσω [1)}} 


Since the reading πάντα, supported by p* 8* D it vg 
aye?! cops tee? goth eth geo! αἱ, is ambiguous “everyone,” 
“all things,” “‘all”), it is possible that copyists, desiring to 
remove the ambiguity, added αὶ sigma. A majority of the 
Committee, however, favored the reading πάντας because of 
the weight of its external attestation and because it appears 
to be more congruent with Johannine theology. The reading 
πάντα, which suggests ideas of a cosmic redemption, may 
have arisen under the influence of Col 1.16-17 and/or Gnostic 
speculation. 








12.40 ἐπώρωσεν [0] 


‘The reading ἐπήρωσεν (p%" XK W ΠΟ al) appeared to a 
majority of the Committee to have arisen in an attempt to 
supply 4 somewhat more suitable verb with τὴν καρδίαν than 
ἐπώρωσεν or πεπώρωκεν. The form πεπώρωκεν (BA ft 565 
Τα i in Sobel ies saluted to, he Lenc’ok te 
preceding verb (τετύφλωκεν). 


12.41 ὅτι [8] 


Δ majority of the Committee preferred ὅτε to ὅτε, chiefly 
hecause of the age and weight of the supporting evidence 
(#8 A BL X © ¥ $133 al), but also because ὅτε appears, 
on the surface, to be somewhat less appropriate in the context 
than either ὅτε or ἐπεί (W), and so would be likely to provoke 
scribal alteration, 
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12.43 ἥπερ 

‘The comparative particle ἥπερ, which occurs only here in 
the New Testament, is attested by pA B DT A Π al. It was 
altered to the much more usual ὑπὲρ by μ᾿ 8 L W X f 33 69 
565 al. In koine and Byzantine Greek the two words were 
pronounced alike. 


13.2 γινομένου {C} 

This verse contains two serious textual problems. The first 
involves but a single letter: δείπνου γενομένου is generally 
taken to mean “supper being ended’ (AV), whereas δείπνου 
-γινομένου means “during supper” (RSV), The former reading 
is by far the more difficult, for it stands in opposition to the 
follwing context, which indicates that the supper was still 
in progress (verses 4 and 26), On the basis of what was felt 
to be superior manuscript evidence (X* BL WX W al), 9 
majority of the Committce preferred the present tense. On the 
other hand, the minority, while preferring the aorist, in- 
terpreted it as an ingreseive aorist, “supper having been 
served.” 


13.2. ᾿Ιούδας Σίμωνος ᾿Ισκαριώτου {C} 

‘These are several variations: the nominative or genitive 
case of “Judas,” the position of the name in the sentence, and 
the case of “Iscariot.” The genitive case ούδα, with the 
transposition of the name so as to follow καρδίαν (A Ὁ Κα 
ΔΘ Π f+ 28 33 700 892 Bye), is obviously the easier reading, 
‘which, if original would not have been altered to a more difficult 
construction (Ἰούδας following ἵνα παραδοῖ αὐτόν, μὴ 8 BL 
W X ¥ 0124 1241 al). Since, according to the best witnesses, 
John elsewhere (6,71 and 13.26) construcs Iscariot with Simon, 
the father of Judas, a majority of the Committee thought. it 
wise to adopt Ἰσκαριώτου with L Ψ 0124 1241 al (the reading 
᾿Ἰούδα Σίμωνος Ἰσκαριώτου, found in most. witnesses, may, 
οἵ course, also be translated “(the heart] of Judas, the son of 
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Simon Iscariot”). On the reading ... ἀπὸ Καρυώτου... (Ὁ 
it-), see the comments on 6.71. 


18.10 οὐκ ἔχει χρείαν εἰ μὴ τοὺς πόδας νίψασθαι [Β] 

The rearrangement of οὐκ ἔχει χρείαν to οὐ χρείαν ἔχει 
(ΟἹ Ὁ E* K LT ΔΘ 75 892 al) scems to have been made in 
the interest of euphony. Instead of εἰ μή the Textus Receptus 
(following C* E* A 75 28 700 al) sub ites #, which is to be 
construed as though the evangelist had written something like 
οὐκ ἄλλου τινὸς χρείαν Exe, The insortion of μόνον in two of 
the readings shows the influence of the preceding verse. More 
difficult to assess is the reading οὐκ ἔχει χρείαν. νίψασθαι. 
(Δ its vg Tertullian Origen), for whose originality more or 
less plausible arguments can be advanced. Because, how- 
ever, the words εἰ μὴ τοὺς πόδας may have been omitted acci- 
dentally (or even deliberately because of the difficulty of 
reconciling them with the following declaration, ἀλλ᾽ ἔστιν 
καθαρὸς 8Xos), a majority of the Committee considered it 
safer to retain them on the basis of the preponderant weight 
of external attestation, 





18.18 μου {D} 


Although yer’ ἐμοῦ (8 A DK WA @ IL W fp 08 3 
700 it vg syr#"91 goth arm geo al) is much more widely 
attested than μου (B C 1, 892 1071 1230 cop eth al), which 
is also the reading of the Septuagint, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the latter reading beeause μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ may be 
an assimilation to Mk 14.18. 






13.24 πυθέσθαι τίς ἂν εἴη περὶ οὗ λέγει [8] 


‘The reading adopted by a majority of the Committee con- 
tains the only instance of the optative mood in John, and 
therefore might be considered non-Johannine; nevertheless, 
on the basis of age and diversity of textual witnesses the con 
struction with εἴη (ρ΄ A D K W ATI f' f* 28 565 700 Byz) 
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A 2 ὝΨῃ 
was regarded as superior to the simpler constructior atteste 
by several Alexandrian witnesses (B C L X 068 33 892 1071 al). 
‘The reading of 8 is conflate, showing the antiquity of both 
readings. 


13.26 βάψω τὸ ψωμίον καὶ δώσω αὐτῷ [0] 

It is more likely that seribal alteration went from the simple 
(δώσω) to the compound verb (ἐπιδώσω), which John uses 
nowhere else, Furthermore, the Semitic, paratactic style of 
two finite verbs connected by καί is typically Johannine, 
whereas the omission of the conjunction and the hypotactie 
construction involving a participle (βάψας) has the appearance 
of being a stylistic modification introduced by copyists in 
the interest of elegance. Likewise, the redundant αὐτῷ after 
δώσω, $0 characteristic of a primitive, Semitic style, would 
almost certainly be deleted by copyists. See also the comments 
on the following variant reading. 


13.26 βάψας οὖν τὸ ψωμίον [λαμβάνει καὶ] δίδωσιν 
fc} 

It is exceedingly difficult to decide whether λαμβάνει καί, 
was added by copyists to recall Jesus? deliberate action at the 
Last Supper in faking bread (Mt 26.26; Mk 14.22; Lk 22.19; 
1 Cor 11.33), or whether the words were omitted as irrelevant 
and unnecessary. In order to reflect the balance of both ex 
ternal attestation and transcriptional probabilities, a majority 
of the Committee decided to retain the words enclosed within 
square brackets. 





18.26 ᾿Ισκαριώτου [6] 

Both the weight of manuscript evidence and transcriptional 
probability, along with what seems to be Johannine usage 
elsewhere (6.71; 13.2, 26), appeared to the Committee to 
favor the genitive Ἰσκαριώτου. On the reading of codex 
Bezae, see the comments on 6.71. 
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13.82 [εἰ ὁ θεὸς ἐδοξάσθη ἐν αὐτῷ] {C} 


Normally the age and range of the witnesses that support the 
shorter text (p* &* B C* Ὁ L W X Π αὶ 33 892 al) would seem 
to create the presumption that the clause εἰ ὁ θεὸς ἐδοξάσθη 
ἐν αὐτῷ is a secondary intrusion into such witnesses as δὲς 
ACK A ® ¥ [5 28 565 700, followed by the Textus Receptus. 
On the other hand, however, the absence of the words can be 
accounted for either as the result of (a) transcriptional over- 
sight because of homoeoteleuton (ἐν αὐτῷ... ἐν αὐτῷ) or 
(Ὁ) deliberate deletion because of supposed redundancy of 
thought (yet there is a logical connection rightly expressed 
between the earlier and subsequent glorification, and the 
step-parallelism is characteristically Johannine). Faced with 
this dilemma a majority of the Committee preferred to retain 
the words in the text but to enclose them within square 
brackets. 


13.32 ἐν αὐτῷ {B} 


In view of the parallelism in the successive clauses of verses 
31 and 32, a majority of the Committee preferred to adopt 
the reading of p® N*> B 2148 gyrp:h.paimss cop%-be-sch?.fay, and 
to use the smooth breathing on αὐτῷ. Despite what appears 
to be Hellenistic usage (see the concluding comment on Php 
3.21), ἃ minority of the Committee strongly preferred to use 
the rough breathing on αὐτῷ. 


13.37 Κύριε {C} 


Κύριε, which is absent from 8* 33 565 vg syr® [ὦ 
poms: may be regarded as an accretion in the other witnesses 
by assimilation to ver. 36. On the other hand, however, in 
view of early and widespread manuscript support for the 
word, a majority of the Committee voted to retain it, explaining 
its omission as either accidental (κύριε was often contracted 
to xe) or deliberate (because it seemed redundant so soon after 
Κύριε in ver. 36). 
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14.2 ὅτι {C} 


In this passage, where ὅτι may mean either “that” or 
“because,” its absence from some witnesses (p®* cr A @ 
28 700 Byz Lect, followed by the Textus Receptus) is probably 
to be explained as a simplification introduced by copyists who 
took it as ὅτε recitativum, which is often omitted as superfluous. 


14.4 τὴν ὁδόν {C} 

The syntactical harshness of the shorter reading ὅπου ἔγὼ 
ὑπάγω οἴδατε τὴν ὁδόν (ρ δ B C* L W X 33 1071 ital"? 
cop’® eth) seems to invite amelioration. Since Thomas in 
yer. 5 distinguishes between “where” and “the way,” copyists 
improved ver. 4 by expanding so as to read ὅπου ἐγὼ ὑπάγω 
οἴδατε καὶ τὴν ὁδὸν οἴδατε. 


14.7 ἐγνώκατέ με {C} 


The reading adopted by a majority of the Committee here 
and in the following set of variants involves a promise: “1 
you have come to know me [as in fact they do], you shall know 
my Father also.” Despite the harmony between this statement 
and the rest of ver. 7, another interpretation of Jesus’ words 
gained wide currency, this one a reproach: “If you had come 
to know me [which, alas, they do not], you would have knowl- 
edge of my Father also.” The latter construction (a condition 
contrary to fact) seems to have arisen either because copyists 
recalled Jesus’ reproach against unbelieving Jews in 8.19 or 
because Philip’s question (ver. 8) and Jesus’ reply (ver. 9) 
suggested to them that the disciples knew neither Jesus nor 
the Father. 


[The purpose of the Evangelist as well as the laws of textual 
development have been misunderstood. If a negative and a 
positive statement about the Apostles stand side by side in 
the textual tradition. the positive one is usually the later. K.A.} 
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14.1 γνώσεσθε {C} 


See the comments on the preceding set of variants. 


14.11 πιστεύετε {B} 


A variety of witnesses, including several of the earliest 
(p> & DL W 88 1071* itetcr! yg syre.p.pal cop*-boms,ach?) 
have resisted the temptation to assimilate the construction 
to the preceding πιστεύετέ μοι. 


14.14 include verse {B} 


Ver. 14 is omitted by a scattering of witnesses, including 
several important ancient versions (X f' 565 1009 1010 1365 
178.255 ith vgms syre.bal arm geo Diatessaron’! Nonnus). Fur- 
thermore, A* omits ver. 14 and the last seven words of ver. 13, 
the eye of the scribe having passed from ποιήσω to ποιήσω. 
The omission of ver. 14 can be variously explained: (a) it was 
due to an aceident in transcription, the eye of the scribe having 
passed from €an to €AN; (b) similarity in sentiment and even in 
expression with the first part of ver. 13 prompted parsimonious 
scribes to delete; (c) it was deliberately omitted in order to 
avoid contradiction with 16.23. 






14.14 με {B} 


Either the unusual collocation, “ask me in my name” (yet it 
is not without parallel, cf. Ps 25.11; 31.3; 79.9, where the 
Psalmist prays to God for his name’s sake), or a desire to avoid 
contradiction with 16.23, seems to have prompted (a) the 
omission of ye in a variety of witnesses (ADKLI YW Byz al) 
or (b) its replacement with τὸν πατέρα (249 397). The word 
με is adequately supported (p= 8 B W ΔΘ f 28 33 700 al) 
and seems to be appropriate in view of its correlation with 
ἔγώ later in the verse. 
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14.15 τηρήσετε {C} 


A majority of the Committee preferred the future tense 
τηρήσετε, read by Β΄Ί, Ψ 1010 1071 1195* 2148 al (and pethaps 
supported indirectly by witnesses that read the aorist sub- 
junctive τηρήσητε, p® δὲ 060 33 al), instead of the imperative 
τηρήσατε, which, though rather well supported (A D K Wx 
A @ II f' f* 28 565 700 892 Byz), accords less well with 
ἐρωτήσω in the following verse. 


14.17 μένει... ἔσται {D} 


A majority of the Committee interpreted the sense of the 
passage as requiring the future ἔσται, which is adequately 
supported by p75"? & A © W [5.28 33% 700 syr*” αἱ, 


14.22 ᾿Ιούδας, οὐχ ὁ ᾿Ισκαριώτης {A} 


The singular and sub-singular readings in several versional 
witnesses are interesting from the standpoint of later hagio- 
graphical tradition. On the reading of codex Bezae, see the 
comments on 6.71 and Mt 10.4. 


14.22 [καί] 


The external evidence for the omission of καί (pA B 
D E L X © 33 249 397 544 700 1241 1355 1819 [πτερὰ vg 

yre-s-P-Pal_eopss.bo.ach goth arm eth geo) is somewhat superior 
fe the asia for its inclusion (p* δ GH KMQSUW 
TAA TI f f* 28 565 al syr*). On the other hand, however, 
the word may have been omitted by copyists either acei- 
dentally (since ε and αὐ came to be pronounced alike, the 
contraction xe [for κύριε! may have been taken for καί) or 
deliberately, as unnecessary. See 9.36 for a similar construction, 
where some witnesses omit καί (in talmudie discussions, how- 
ever, questions are normally introduced by “and”). In view 
of the balance of considerations, a majority of the Committee 
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decided to retain the word in the text, but to enclose it within 
square brackets, 


14.26 [ἐγώ] 


‘The emphatic pronoun ἐγώ, read by B L 060 0141 (33 ἐγὼ 
εἶπον ὑμῖν, οἵ. ver. 28) 127 1819, is omitted (perhaps as un- 
necessary) by pi" 8 ADT A @ f* f Bye, In the absence of 
any compelling internal considerations, and in order to reflect 
the somewhat unusual division of external attestation, the 
Committee thought it necessary to retain the word in the 
text, but to enclose it within square brackets, 

It is possible to punctuate by taking ἔγώ with the following 
sentence, but this obscures the prominence otherwise given to 


εἰρήνην. 
15.6 αὐτά 


‘The plural αὐτά, attested by A B I’ @ A al, appears to have 
been altered by copyists to the singular αὐτό (8 1) 1, Χ ATI 


0141 7, # 33 585 1071 al) in order to agree grammatically with 
τὸ κλῆμα. 


16.8 γένησθε {D} 


The Committee found it exceedingly difficult to decide 
between γένησθε, which depends upon iva and is coordinate 
with φέρητε, and γενήσεσθε, which probably! must be con- 
strued as an independent clause or sentence. The former was 
finally chosen, chiefly on the basis of the age and diversity of 
the external support (p*"“ Β Ὁ L X ΘΠ 0250 Καὶ 565 1079 al). 


16.3 ποιήσουσιν {C} 


‘The addition of ὑμῖν or els ὑμᾶς appears to have been made 
by copyists who recalled 15.21. 





} Yet on rare occasions the future indicative occurs with ἵνα; sve 
Blass-Debranner-Funk, § 369 (2). 
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16.4 ὥρα αὐτῶν μνημονεύητε αὐτῶν [0] 

‘Thé double αὐτῶν is to be preferred both because of the 
strength of the external evidence (p*"* A B © II* 33) and 
because αὐτῶν after ὥρα was more likely to be removed 88 
superfluous than added by copyists. 


16.18 ὁδηγήσει ὑμᾶς ἐν τῇ ἀληθείᾳ πάσῃ {B} 

‘The construction of εἰς and the accusative seems to have 
been introduced by copyists who regarded it as more idiomatic 
after ὁδηγήσει than the construction of ἐν and the dative 
(ΝΣ DL W Θ ft 88 565 1071 al). 


16.18 ὅσα ἀκούσει 


reading ὅσα ἀκούσει, supported by Β Ὁ E* Η W τν 
1 a3 807 579 1071 1689 al, is to be preferred as best accounting 
for the origin of the other readings: ὅσα ἀκούει (δ L 33 1819 al) 
is a dogmatic improvement, introduced to suggest the eternal 
relationship of the Holy Spirit with the Father, and boa ay 
ἀκούσῃ (AGK ΜΒ Γ ATlal)isa grammatical improvement. 


16.16 ὄψεσθέ με 
i isciples’ questi 7 about 
Wishifig to prepare for the disciples’ question in ver. 1 
Boon Στ ‘o the Father (and overlooking Jesus statement 
in ver. 10), after ὄψεσθέ με copyists added, with minor varia. 
tions, ὅτι ὑπάγω πρὸς τὸν πατέρα (A Τ ΔΘ Ψ 054 068 ἢ Γ΄ 
ἔπ. vg syre"P-%-Pal cope? arm geo). 





16.22 ἔχετε {C} 


In the opinion of a majority of the Committee the future 
ἕξετε (p® NA D W* © Ψ 33 al) appears to have been intro- 
duced by copyists to bring the statement in accord with 
λυπηθήσεσθε in ver. 20. The present ἔχετε is strongly sup- 
ported by εξ Μ᾽ ΒῸ K We ATI  f# 28 565 700 892 al. 
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16.22 αἴρει {C} 


Although the future ἀρεῖ is rather well supported (p* B D* 
33 al), a majority of the Committee was inclined to think 
that copyists would have been more likely to change the 
present tense to the future than viee versa. The external 
attestation for αἴρει is both ancient and widely diversified. 


16.23 ἐν τῷ ὀνόματί μου δώσει ὑμῖν [6] 

A majority of the Committee preferred the reading which 
places ἐν τῷ ὀνόματί μου between the verbs αἰτήσητε and 
δώσει, because (a) the external support for this reading is 
more diversified, whereas the witnesses that support the order 
δώσει ὑμῖν ἐν τῷ ὀνόματί μου are chiefly gyptian, and (b) the 
context, has to do with prayer, which the evangelist elsewhere 
links with the name of Jesus (14.13, 14; 16.15, 24, 26), 


16.25 ἔρχεται 


‘The abruptness of the shorter reading, supported by early 
and good witnesses (p" 8 B C* D* L WX Y 1 13 33 69 
218. 1682. its** yg syr®! cop arm), was alleviated by 
copyists who inserted ἀλλ᾽ or ἀλλά before ἔρχεται. 





16.27 [τοῦ] θεοῦ [0] 


‘The reading τοῦ πατρός, though strongly supported by 
B Ὁ" D 1. X al, is probably secondary, having arisen by 
assimilation to ἐξῆλθον παρὰ τοῦ πατρός of the following 
verse. The balance of evidence for and against the definite 
article is so close that a majority of the Committee thought 
it necessary to enclose the word within square brackets. 


16.28 ἐξῆλθον παρὰ τοῦ πατρός {C} 


Most members of the Committee regarded the omission in D 
W it!" syrs cops" as accidental, and, on the basis of slightly 
stronger external evidence (p= & AC? K A @ Il ἢ μὲ 28 565 
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700 892 Byz Lect), preferred the reading with παρά. The 
reading with ἐκ (B C* L X Ψ 38 al) seems to have arisen 
through assimilation to the compound verbs in the context. 


17.1 ὁ vids {C} 


It is difficult to decide whether gov was omitted because 
copyists thought it superfluous, or whether it was added in 
order to enhance the solemnity of the style. On the basis of 
the weight of p®"* 8 B ΟΣ W 0109 it?" al, the shorter text 
was preferred, 


12.7 éyvwrav 


‘Although there is impressive support for the first person 
singular (ἔγνων, 8 ites φγγρρυμδα, νοὶ cops goth pers; 
ἔγνωκα, W 7 118 138" 579 1188 2145) F4%), a majority 
of the Committee regarded it either as a mistaken correc- 
tion of a copyist influenced by the first person in ver. 6, 
or (in the case of ἔγνωκα) as an accidental error in transcrip- 
tion (loss ‘of horizontal line over a, representing final ν). The 
reading ἔγνωκαν (A BC DL Y @ al) accords with the Johannine 
use of the perfect tense; the aorist ἔγνωσαν (C UX ve 
38 al) appears to be a scribal assimilation to ver. 8. 





17.8 καὶ ἔγνωσαν 

ΤῈ is curious that several witnesses (8* A D W a few minus- 
cules its goth) lack the words καὶ ἔγνωσαν. Lagrange 
suggests (ad loc.) that the phrase may have been deleted 
because it seemed to contradict 6.69, 


17.11 ᾧ δέδωκάς μοι [0] 

‘The reading that best accounts for the origin of the others 
has also the strongest attestation: the difficulty of ᾧ (which 
ig read by pA BC K LW AO TI Ψ 054 ἢ 75 28 
565 700 Byz Lect) prompted some eopyists to replace the dative 
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(which is attracted to the case of the antecedent) with the 
accusative 6 (D* X 2148 al) or with the plural οὕς (D® 8925: 
1009 vg goth eth geo? al). The latter correction could also have 
been prompted by the recollection of ver. 6 or the statement 
in 18.9. The omission of one or more clauses from several 
ancient witnesses (p* its®<*%" yrs coy may 

to the difficulty of the original sealing, or τ be sane 


17.153 ᾧ δέδωκάς μοι, καί [0] 
See the comments on yer. 11. 


17.21 dow (2) {C} 


The better attested reading is dow (p*"* B Ct D W 
itebeste syr copsmael arm geo al). The pedantic addition 
of ἕν before dow WACK LX A OILY Λ β' 28 33 565 
700 802 Bye Lect), which comes from ἐν ὦσιν earlier in the 
verse, clouds the thought more than illumines it. 


17.94 ὃ δέδωκάς μοι [ΒῚ 


‘The difficult 8, read by good representatives of several 
texttypes (9° & BD W itt ayes! cop goth geod), was 
replaced in most witnesses by the easier οὕς, which δ 
for the following κἀκεῖνοι. ane 


18.1 τοῦ Κεδρών 
‘There are three principal readings: 


(a) τῶν κέδρων (“of the cedars”) ΜΚ. BOLNXYTAOY 
ΤΡ αὶ, 
(Ὁ) τοῦ κέδρου (“of the cedar”) δ" D W its cops.tenss.ach, 
(© τοῦ Κεδρών (“of Kidron”) A S A 123 ites vg 
syrP-rs! goth. 
Despite weakness of external evidence a majority of the Com- 
mittee considered that reading (c) accounts best for the origin 
of the other two readings (that is, what appears to be a lack of 





‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO JOHN 251 


concord between article and noun was “corrected” by copyists 
who took the indeclinable proper noun Κεδρών (-- ΠὝΠΡ) 
to be the common word κέδρος). Indeed, the converse change, 
from (a) or (Ὁ) to (0), is scarcely conceivable, the tendency 
being to assimilate terminations. 


18.5 ἐγώ εἰμε [C} 

In considering the variant readings of this verse it must be 
recalled that normally scribes contracted the name Ἰησοῦς 
to ic. On the one hand, it is possible that, if ὁ Ἰησοῦς stood 
originally after αὐτοῖς, the words may have been accidentally 
omitted through an oversight in transcription (αγτοιςοῖς); 
or, if Ἰησοῦς stood originally before εἱστήκει (which in many 
manuscripts is written ἑστήκει), it may also have been acci- 
dentally omitted in transcription (icicTHKe1), On the othet 
hand, if ἐγώ εἰμι were the original reading, it is probable that 
copyists would have identified the speaker by inserting the 
proper name. The variation of position of (ὁ) Ἰησοῦς before 
or after ἐγώ εἰμι is further indication of the secondary char- 
acter of the longer readings. 


18.13-27 order of verses {A} 


Because the usual sequence of these verses involves difli- 
culties (in ver. 13 Jesus is brought before Annas first and 
what follows is apparently before him, whereas the Synoptists 
say nothing of the part played by Annas; ver, 24, in its present 
position, leaves the reader wondering what happened at the 
trial before Caiaphas), several witnesses seek to case the sense 
by rearranging the order. Thus 225 (copied a.n. 1192) inter- 
polates ver. 24 into the middle of ver. 13 (after πρῶτον), and 
1195 (copied. καρ. 1123)—joined by the marginal reading of 
the Harelean’Syriae, by codex ἃ of the Palestinian Syriac Lec- 
tionary, and by Cyril of Alexandria—interpolates ver. 24 after 
yer. 13. In spite of the interpolation, however, these witnesses 
have ver. 24 also in its proper position. A more elaborate 
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rearrangement of the text is given by the Sinaitic Syriac 
(probably following Tatian’s Diatessaron), namely verses 13, 
34, 14-15, 19-28, 16-18, 25-27. (Luther, quite independently 
proposed a similar order.) ὡ 


_ The reading with ἐκεῖνος (K*"™ Wf 1241 al) arose by as 
similation to ver. 15, and the construction with ἦν, though 
very widely supported (p®" 8 A ΟἹ Des» Ke W X A OI W 
Pf 88 565 700 892 al), appears to be a scribal derivation 
arising also from the previous verse. 


18.27 
See the comments on yer. 13. 


18.30 κακὸν ποιῶν [8] 


In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, the peri- 
phrastie construction ἦν... κακὸν ποιῶν (μς Β1, W ite 
syr™' al; κακοποιῶν C* W 33 al) was modified by copyists 
who introduced, perhaps from 1 Pe 2.12; 4.15, the substantive 
κακοποιός (A Οὐ Dew K X A ΘΠ 054 ῥ δὶ 28 565 700 892 
Byz Lect). 








19.14 ἕκτη 


Instead of “about the sixth hour” seyeral witn . 
Dew L Xo" A Ψ 053 72 88 123° 151 Eusebius ‘Sound 
read “about the third hour” (pa... ὡς τρίτη), an obvious 
attempt to harmonize the chronology with that of Mk 15.25 
(see the comments there on the converse corruption). Although 
‘one may conjecture that the disagréement originally arose 
(as Ammonius Saccas,' followed by Eusebius? and Jerome, 











* Migne, Patrologia Graeca, ixxxv, col. 15128, 
* Migne, Patrolagia Graeea, xx1t, col. 10028. 
τ Migne, Patrolagia Latina, xcxv1y, col. 108e. 
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suggested) when copyists confused the Greek numerals Γ (-- 8) 
and f (=6), the manuscript evidence is overwhelmingly in 
support of ἕκτη G®A* BEHIKMSUWYT@AT 
FJ all minuscules (except those cited above) Old Latin vg 
syr?-}r5t copt arm eth geo pers al). 





19.20 ‘Efpaiori, ‘Papaiort, “Ἑλληνιστί 

‘The sequence “Hebrew, Latin, Greek” (i.e. the national 
language, the official language, the common language), is 
strongly supported by 8? B LN Χ 33 74 80 90 234 248 317 
483 484 713 945 1321 1346 ite? syr™! cop arm eth. The 
sequence “Hebrew, Greek, Latin,” which is read by A Deer 
LY T'@ ATI most minusonles most of the Old Latin vg syr™*, 
appears to be a secondary development, with the languages 
arranged in accord with a geographical order going from Kast 
to West. The scribes of W and 1194 became confused and 
produced Ἑβραϊστί, ῬῬωμαϊστί, ‘EBpaiari. See also the 
comments on Lk 23.38, where the several forms of the 
Johannine reading have intruded into the Lukan text. 


19.29 ὑσσώπῳ (Aj 
‘wo minuscule manuscripts (476" 1242) read ὑσσῷ (“a 
javelin; compare perticae (it™**) “a pole or long staff”), 
ἃ reading which, though more appropriate in the context, 
seems to have arisen accidentally through haplography (yccw- 
περιθέντες being written for γεσωπωπεριθεντες)" In- 








‘For a full discussion see Sebastidn Bartina, SJ., “Tgnotum episemon 
abox,” Verbum Domini, xxxvi (1958), pp. 16-37, who reproduces a por- 
tion of Papyrus Berolinensis 8279 of α΄. 42 (edited by Wilhelm Schubart 
in Papyri Graecae Berolinenses (Bonn, 1911}, p. xv, nr. 16a) showing first 
century specimens of the Greek numerals for 3 and 6. Gabex (γαβέξ) ie 
the name given by Ammoniue to the sign denoting six (see above, 
footnote 1). 

© Among modern translations that adopt ‘javelin’ (or something similar) 
are those of Moffatt, Goodspeed, Phillips, C. K. Williams, Schonfeld, 
and the NEB. G. Ὁ. Kilpatrick points out, however, that ὕσσός (Latin 











254 ‘A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


fluenced by Mt 27.4 several witnesses (8 892 1195 2174 al) 
read μετὰ χολῆς καὶ ὑσσώπου “with gall and hyssop.” One 
Old Latin witness (it) omits “hyssop”” and reads merely cum 
Jelle permiztum “mixed with gall.” 


19.35 πιστεύσητε 
See the comments (with footnote 1) on 20.31, 


19.39 μίγμα {C} 


Although ἔλεγμα (&* BW cop’), being the more difficult 
reading (the word normally means “8 fold, a wrapping,” and 
ποὺ “8 roll, a package,” which would be required here), might 
seem to be preferable as explaining the rise of the other read- 
ings, a majority of the Committee was impressed by the 
earlier and more diversified testimony supporting μίγμα 
(pu'’ we A Dv KL Χ A © Π 054 ft [' 28 88 565 700 Byz 
Lect). Whether σμέγμα (Ψ 892 2174 1) and σμῆγμα (1242* 
18 gyre!) developed from ἔλυγμα or from μίγμα is uricertain, 


20.10 αὐτούς 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on αὐτούς. 


20.11 ἔξω κλαίουσα [6] 


The divided testimony concerning the position of ἔξω, as 
Well as its absence from several early witnesses (8* A its 
seattle syr® Diatessaron***), would normally suggest that 


pilum) was not used by Roman auxiliary troops, but only by legionary 
troop, and that the lator wero st eat to Judea sn. 08 (Pe Bile 
Translator, x (1958), pp. 1881); ef. R. G. Bratcher’s remarks, “Tt may 
be granted that a ‘javelin’ and not a stalk of ‘hyssop’ would be the means 
of conveying the sponge to the lips of Jesus; this does not mean, however, 
that the author of the Gospel necessarily wrote ὑσσῷ; on the contrary 
the evidence is that he wrote -.. Sadr!” (Babel; Reewe internationale 
de ta traduction, v1 {1961}, p. 61). : 








‘THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO JOHN 255 


copyists added the word in the interest of providing descriptive 
detail. On the other hand, however, since 8 reads ἐν τῷ 
opel, its testimony for the omission of ἔξω is weakened. 
In view of the possibility that ἔξω may have fallen out by an 
oversight in transcription (mNHMEIWEEWKAAIOYCA), ἃ 
majority of the Committee preferred to follow the testimony 
of N° B W X A 050 ἢ 33 565 al and to read ἔξω κλαίουσα. 


20.16 διδάσκαλε [Β] 
In order to prepare the reader for the following statement 
(ver. 17), a variety of witnesses (ΝΘ Ψ f* 1195* 1230 2145 
syr="r! χροὶ al) add an interpretative gloss, καὶ προσέδραμεν 
ἅψασθαι αὐτοῦ (“and she ran forward to touch him”). 


20.17 πατέρα {C} 

‘The reading πατέρα is supported by excellent witnesses 
representative of early text-types ΟΣ B D W ith“ al). In 
view of the latter part of the verse, the addition of μου in a 
variety of witnesses (p A K L X A @ II Ψ 050 f* f# 28 33 
565 700 892 al) is both natural and in accord with the ten- 
dencies of copyists. 


20.23 ἀφέωνται [Β] 

Althdugh the perfect tense ἀφέωνται could be regarded as a 
secondary assimilation to κεκράτηνται at the end of the 
sentence, a majority of the Committee interpreted the present 
tense ἀφίενται and the future ἀφεθήσεται as seribal simplifica- 
tions which weaken the sense, ΤῸ the external evidence sup- 
porting ἀφέωνται (N* A Ὁ (L) X 050 δ 75 33* 565 al) should 
perhaps be added B*, which reads ἀφείονται (co being written 
for «). 





30.380 μαθητῶν [αὐτοῦ] [0] 


In order to represent the close balance of external attestation 
for (p® 8 CD LW X 6 W f' f* 33 565 700 892 al) and against 
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(A B K A TI 0250 al) the inclusion of αὐτοῦ, the Committee 
retained the word enclosed within square brackets. 


20.31 πιστεύσητε [ΟἹ 


Both πιστεύητε and πιστεύσητε have notable early sup- 
port. The aorist tense, strietly interpreted, suggests that the 
Fourth Gospel was addressed to non-Christians so that they 
might come to believe that Jesus is the Messiah; the present 
tense suggests that the aim of the writer was to strengthen 
the faith of those who already believe (‘‘that you may con- 
tinue to believe”). In view of the difficulty of choosing between 
the readings by assessing the supposed purpose of the Evangelist 
(assuming that he used the tenses of the subjunctive strictly), 
the Committee considered it preferable to represent both read- 
ings by enclosing σ᾽ within square brackets. 


214 εἰς 


Copyists have substituted the more “correct” ἐπί (A DL. 
M U X Θ Ψ 88 700 1071 1188 1375 al) for the more difficult 
εἰς (BCEGHKPS WIAA TIS al); the latter preposition 
with ἔστη in accounts of appearances of the risen Christ occurs 
elsewhere in the Fourth Gospel (20.19 and 26). 


2L.18 ἄλλος σε ζώσει καὶ οἴσει {C} 


‘The plural number appears to have been introduced by 
copyists who thought it more suitable to say that scveral 
persons should bind and carry Peter rather than only one. For 
οἴσει codex Bezae substitutes the more picturesque ἀπάγουσίν 
σε (“they [will] lead you away” [like a criminal)). 


21,22, 23 
The Latin Vulgate manuscripts of these verses present an 
interesting variant reading which played ἃ considerable part 





In 19.35 πιστεύητε is read by 8* BW Origen; apparently all other 
witnesses read πιστεύσητε, 
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in later mediaeval discussions of the preeminence of the Greek 
text over the Latin Vulgate when they differ, and in the ques: 
tion of possible dominieal sanction of celibacy. The official 
Clementine edition of the Latin Vulgate reads Sic eum volo 
manere donec veniam (“I wish him |Feter] to remain thus until 
I come”). In the fifteenth century Cardinal Bessarion wrote 
‘4 pamphlet? pointing out, among other errors in the Vulgate, 
that by a copyist’s oversight the text reads sic instead of δὲ 
(=éév), According to modern critical editions of the Vulgate 
(those of Wordsworth and White? and of Robert Weber), 
Jerome's text originally contained both words, si sie, just as 
codex Bezae in ver, 22 (not however ver, 23) adds οὕτως 
after μένειν." 





21.23 [τί πρὸς σέ;] [Ὁ] 


Several witnesses, including 8* C? /* 565 δ᾽. δγγ' arm, lack 
the words τί πρὸς σέ" Although Tischendorf (8th ed.) and 
von Soden regurded the shorter text as original (the evangelist 
often varies the wording in a repeated phrase), it is also possible 
that copyists omitted the clause in order to draw attention to 
what was taken as the primary element in Jesus’ reply (codex 
Bezac accomplishes the same effect by omitting τί), In view of 
the close balance of probabilities, a majority of the Committee 
preferréd to retain the clause, but to enclose it within square 
brackets to indicate doubt that it belongs in the text. 





+ Reprinted in Migne, Patrologia Graeca, vol. cut, cols, 623-640 (cl. 
an opposing position, set forth by George of Trebizond, i, cols. 867-882). 
For a brief account of the altercation, see I. D. Reynolds and N. G. 
Wilson, Scribes and Scholars: a Guide to the Transmission of Greek and 
Latin Literature (Oxford, 1968), pp. 127 f. 

> See their note in loc. 

‘According to J. 11. Harris, the variant reading of codex Bezae in 
ju 21.22 was appealed to in private discussions of the question of celibacy 
Uluring the earlier years of the Council of Trent (A Study of Codex Bezae 
(Cambridge, 1891), pp. 36-39), 

Φ The text of the same plirase in ver, 22 is firm 
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21.25 


After ver. 25 several Greek minuseules (1 365 1076 1570 
1582) and many Armenian manuseripts' conclude the Gospel 
with the pericope of the adulteress (7.53-8.11). 


4 See footnote 2 on p. 220, 
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Introduction 


‘The text of the book of the Acts of the Apostles circulated 
in the early church in two quite distinct forms, commonly 
called the Alexandrian and the Western. The fcrmer, which 
has been traditicnally regarded as the authentic text of Acts, 
je represented by p® ΡῈ 8 A BC Ψ 88 81 104 326 and 1175. 
The other form is represented chiefly by D and the frag- 
mentary papyri p®, p®, and ρα, by the readings marked with 
‘an asterisk or standing in the margin of the Harelean Syriac 
version (syr'***, syr*™4), by the African Old Latin ms, h 
(a fifth or sixth century fragmentary palimpsest that pre- 
serves about 203 of the 1007 verses of Acts), and by the citations 
of Acts made by Cyprian and Augustine, These, which are 
the primary witnesses to the Western text in Aets, are some- 
times joined by others that present. mixed texts with a rela- 
tively high proportion of Western elements, Among such are 
the Armenian yersion of the commentary on Acts by Ephraem 
Syrus, the Old Georgian version of Acts, several mixed Old 
Latin and Vulgate manuscripts, and a few Greek minuscule 
manuscripts that were included by von Soden in his Z-group. 
More recent discoveries of witnesses with decided Wester 
affiliations include a Palestinian Syrine fragment (syr™*) 
from the Kastellion Monastery at Khirbet Mird, dating from 
the sixth century,’ and a Coptic manuscript (cop), written 
in the Middle Egyptian dialect and dated by its editor in the 
late fourth or early fifth century? 








'The fragment, which preserves the text of Acts 10.28-29, 82-41, 
was edited by Charles Perrot in an article, “Un fragment christo-palestinien 
Aécouvert ἃ Khirbet Mird,” Reoue Bibligue, 1xx (1963), pp. 506-558. 

Ἔ The manuscript, which contains the text of Acts 1.1-15.3 and is now 
in the Glazier Collection in the Pierpont Morgan Library in New York, 
eae described and edited in a preliminary fashion by the Inte Fr. T, C- 
Petersen in an article, “An Early Coptic Manuscript of Acts: An Un- 
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‘The two forms of text differ in character as well as length. 
The Western text is nearly one-tenth longer than the Alex- 
andrian text,! and is generally more picturesque and circum- 
stantial, whereas tke skorter text is generally more colorless 
and in places more obscure (see also pp. xvii ff. above) 

The relationship between the two forms of Acts has been 
the subject of much discussion; the chief theories that have 
been proposed are the following. 

(1) Both forms of text proceed from the author, who pro- 
duced two editions of his work. The first to make this sugges: 
tion appears to have been Jean Leclerc, who, however, later 
rejected his own hypothesis? In more modern times Bishop 





revised Version of the Ancient so-called Western Text,” Catholic Biblical 
Quarterly, xvi (1961), pp. 225-241, It is understood that a definitive 
edition of the manuscript is being undertaken by Fr. Paul Bellet of the 
Catholic University of America. For a critique of Petersen's evaluation of 
the Coptic manuscript, see Ernst Haeachen and Peter Weigandt, “The 
Original Text of Acts?” New Testament Studies, x1¥ (1967-68), pp. 469-481, 
who date the manuscript in the fifth or sixth century. 

+ More precisely, it appears that in the text edited by Westeott and 
Hort (which is a typically Alexandrian type of text) the book of Acts has 
18,401 words, whereas in the text established by A. C, Clark (w 
typieally Western type of text) Acts has 19,083 words; that is, the latter 
text is bout 814% longer (the figures are those of F. Ὁ. Kenyon, The 
Western Test in the Gospels and Acls [-- Proceedings of the British Academy, 
vol, xxtv; London, 1939], p. 26). 

ὁ For a summary of the principal stages of this discussion, see A. F. J. 
Klijn, A Survey of the Researches into the Western Text of the Gospels and 
Acts (Utrecht, 1949); this was supplemented by Klijn to cover the re- 
search of 1949-1950 in an article in Norm Testamentum, 11 (1959), 
pp. 1-27, 161-172; the latter material has been incorporated in « volume 
that covers the research of the period 1949 to 1969 and is entitled A Surcey 
af the Researches into the Western Text of the Gospels and Acts, Part Two 
(Leiden, 1969). Sco also Eldon Jay Epp, The Theological Tendency of 
Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts (Cambridge, 1966), pp 1-21. 

ὁ Sentiments de quelques théologiens de Hollande, 1685, ΕΡ. xvii (p. 451), 
dated Nov. 2, 1684 [quoted by A. ©. Clark (ee footnote 23 below), ρ xxi) 
For an instructive monograph on second editions in antiquity, see {πίτταν 
Emonds, Zueite Auflage im Altertum. Kulturgeschichlliche Studien zr 
Uoertigferung der antiken Literatur (Leipsig, 1941}. 
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J. B. Lightfoot® took a rather favorable view of this theory, 
and it was subsequently adopted and developed with much 
learning by the German professor of classies, Friedrich Blass.” 
According to Blass, Luke, having made a rough draft of his 
history of the primitive church, perhaps on. the back of some 
previous manuscript, desired to present a handsome copy of 
his work to his distinguished friend Theophilus. Not being 
rich enough to employ ἃ professional scribe to make the copy, 
Luke had to make it himself; naturally, instead of slavishly 
following his first draft, he exercised the freedom which an 
author can lawfully take with a work of his own, in altering 
phraseology and deleting superfluities. From both forms of 
Acts, according to Blass, copies were made; the text, current 
in most manuscripts represents the polished, second edition 
prepared for Theophilus, while copies were also made from 
the original (longer) draft, which Blass supposed was treasured 
and preserved in the Roman church. 

Nothing in this theory is inherently unreasonable, and it 
attracted the support of a number of other scholars, including 
‘Theodor Zahn? Eberhard Nestle” J. M. Wilson? and A. J. 
Wensinck.!! Other scholars, however, found it difficult to 
understand the motives of the author in choosing to omit 





*Onsa Fresh Revision of the English New Testament (London, 1871), 
. 29; Sr ed. (1891), p. 32. ‘ τὰ 
Pe hs Ἄνω epenoloraay, ioe Laces αὦ Theophn ἕδος. alter, editio 
philologica (Gottingen, 1895), and the more abbreviated edition, Acta 
opostolorum ... secundum formam quae videlur Romanom (Leipsig, 1806). 
‘ Introduction to the New Testament, Eng, trans. from the third German 
, 111 (Edinburgh, 1909), pp. 8.; and Die Urausgabe der Apostelgeschichle 
des. Lucas, being vol. 1x of his Forschungen zur Geschichte des neutesta- 
mentlichen Kanons und der altkirchlichen Literatur (Leipaigy 1916). 

° Philologica sacra (Berlin, 1896). 

\ The Ac& of the Apostles, translated from the Coder Beew, with an 
Introduction-om its Lacan Origin and Importance (London, 1923) 

Ἢ The Semitisms of Codex Bezae and their Relation to the Non- 
Western Text of the Gospel of St. Luke,” Bulletin of the Bezan Club, xa 
(1937), pp. 11-48. 














262 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


certain details found in the presumed earlier account; the gain 
in space is small and the loss in information and descriptiveness 
is sometimes great. Is it plausible that the author would have 
omitted a clause from the decrees of the Jerusalem council 
(15.20, 29), or have altered the language of the letter of 
Claudius Lysias (23.26-30) or Festus’s speech to Agrippa con- 
cerning Paul's culpability (25,24-25)? Furthermore, sometimes 
the shorter form contradicts the longer form. For example, 
having described (in the first person plural) © break in the 
journey from Caesarea to Jerusalem st the house of Mnason 
(so the Western text of 21.16), the author would not be likely 
to aller it so as to suggest that, Mnason lived in Jerusalem 
(as is implied in the shorter text). 

It has also been pointed out that in many cases the text 
that Blass regarded as the earlier, unrevised form of Acts 
exhibits the clear characteristics of later additions. Thus, for 
cxample, in a devastating review of Blass’s edition, another 
classical scholar, ‘T. E, Page'* assembled numerous examples 





* See Classica Review, xt (1897), pp. 317-820. The Western variants 
(identified by 8) are listed by Page in four groups, which be describes ns 
follows: “The characteristic of variants in group A is to exaggerate the 
omphasis, in B to bring in religious formuls, in B and C to substitute for 
the simpler and natural names of Jesus a Inter and more theological title, 
and in D to cmphasize words and actions as inspired... The whol 
‘of them bear traces of being subsequent, corrections of the text by « 
second-rate hand; that they were Luke's original version is incredible.” 

Group ΑἹ 5.32 τῶν ῥημάτων τούτων; 8. adds πάντων. / 6.10 ἀντι- 
στῆναι τῷ πνεύματι ᾧ ἐλάλει; 8. adds διὰ τὸ ἐλέγχεσθαι ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ μετὰ 
πάσηι παρρησίας. / 9.5 ὁ δὲ (εἶπεν); B. gives ὁ δὲ τρέμων τὲ καὶ 
ϑαμβῶν ἐπὶ τῷ γεγονότι αὐτῷ εἶπεν. / 9.20 ἐκήρυσσεν; B. adds μετὰ 
πάσης παρρησίας. / 10.83 παραγενόμενος; 8. ἐν τάχει παραγενόμε- 
vos, / 10.41 συνεπίομεν αὐτῷ μετὰ τὸ ἀναστῆναι; 8. συνεπίομεν αὐτῷ 
καὶ συνεστράφημεν wer’ αὐτοῦ ἡμέρας τεσσεράκοντα μ. τ᾿ a. / 12.21 
σκωληκόβρωτος ἐξέψυξεν; B. adds ἔτι ζῶν before ἐξ, / 14.9 ἤκουεν 
τοῦ Π.; 8. ἡδέως ἤκουεν.“ 14.10 καὶ ἤλατο; 8. καὶ εἰθέως παραχρῆμα 
Haro. / 19.8 ἐπαρρησιάζετο; β. adds ἐν δυνάμει μεγάλῃ. | 301 
παρακαλέσας; B, πολλὰ παρακαλέσας. 

Group B: 88 ἐποίει... σημεῖα μεγάλα ἐν τῷ λαῷ; 8. adds διὰ τοῦ 
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where the Western text heightens or exaggerates the emphasis 
of the passage, where it introduces religious formulae and 
substitutes for the simpler and natural names of Jesus fuller 


ὀνόματος κυρίου (Ἰησοῦ χριστοῦ). / 9.17 ἐπιθεὶς ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸν τὴν χεῖρα; 
B. tntdycer αὐτῷ τὸν χεῖρα ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι Ἰησοῦ χριστοῦ. / 9.10 Tax 
βιϑὰ ἀνάστηθι: ἡ δὲ ἤνοιξεν...) β. Ταβιθὰ ἀνάστηθι ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι 
᾿Ιησοῦ χριστοῦ" ἡ δὲ παραχρῆμα ἤνοιξεν. / 14.10 ἀνάστηθι; Β. σοὶ 
λέγω, & τῷ ὀνόματι τοῦ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ χριστοῦ ἀνάστηθι. / M64 ape 
δίδοσαν αὐτοῖς φυλάσσειν τὰ δόγματα; β. has ἐκήρυσσον αὐτοῖς μετὰ 
'πάση; παρρησίας τὸν κύριον ᾿Ιησοῦν χριστόν, ἅμα παραδίδοντεν ... / 
ΧΑ διελέγετο; 8. adds ἐντιθεὶς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ. 1S. ἐπί- 
στένον καὶ ἐβαπτίζοντο; 8. has ἐβαπτίζοντο πιστεύοντες τῷ θεῷ διὰ 
τοῦ ὀνόματος τοῦ κυρίου Ἴησοῦ χριστοῦ. / 8.37 is inserted from β. εἶπε 
δὲ αὐτῷ ὁ Φίλιππον' εἰ πιστεύεις ἐξ ὅλης τῆς καρδία; σοι" ἀποκριθεὶς 
δὲ εἶπε πιστέυω τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ εἶναι τὸν Ἰησοῦν. μὴν Ἃ 
Group C: 7.55 Ἰησοῦν; β. Ἰησοῦν τὸν κύριον. / 13.83 Ἰησοῦν; β. 
τὸν κύριον Ἰησοῦν χριστὸν. / 20.21 εἰς τὸν κύριον ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦν; 
8. διὰ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ χριστοῦ. fae 
Group δὲ 18.7 Πέτρος εἶπεν; 8. Πέτρο; ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ εἶπεν, 
15.29 εὖ πράξετε; β. εὖ πράξετε, φερόμενοι ἐν τῷ ἁγίῳ πνεύματι. 
15.82 προφῆται Syres; 8. προφῆται ὄντες πληρεῖς πνεύματο ἁγίου. / 
19.1 ἐγένετο... Παῦλον διελθόντα; 8. θέλοντος δὲ τοῦ Παύλου κατὰ 
τὴν ἰδίαν βουλὴν πορεύεσθαι εἰς ‘lep. εἶπεν αὐτῷ τὸ πνεῦμα. / 20.5 
ἐγένετο γνώμης ὑποστρέφειν; 8. εἶπεν δὲ τὸ πνεῦμα αὐτῷ ὑποστρέφειν, 
Since the Clastical Review may not be readily available to the readore 
οἵ the present volume, perhaps it will be useful to quote also the cone 
eludingyparagraph of Professor Page's review: “On the whole the value 
of the 8 variants seems very small. ‘The question of their origin may occupy 
the attention of scholars with ample leisure and does not soem to adinit 
of any solution, but they add practically nothing to our real knowledge 
of the Acts, while they frequently: mar and spoil what they seek to improve. 
‘The final verses of our presont text are a model of powerful composition, 
mnie Beauly of their closing cudence- μετὰ πάσης παρ 
fas dueNbrass—might strike even an unpractised ear, but, when 
{hore is a desire to drag in theological formulae, notbing is sacred, and 
the 8 text tacks on to it the words λέγων ὅτι οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ χριστὸς 
ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ, δι᾿ οἵ μέλλει πᾶς ὃ κόσμος κρίνεσθαι. ‘Non inepte, 
n fine libri ponitur.’ Most people will not agree with 
him, and, even on his own theory, the opinion of Lule must have been 
different for, after writing the words he deliberately struck them ont 


tp. 20) 
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and more elaborate theological titles, and where it emphasizes 
words and actions as inspired by the Spirit. 

For these and other reasons most scholars today are reluctant 
to adopt Blass’s theory of two editions of Acts, 

(2) Soon after Blass popularized the theory of two editior 
of Acts, an Irish scholar, George Salmon, offered an alternative 
explanation to account for the textual phenomena of Acts 
He suggested that “Luke may have continued to reside at 
Rome after the expiration of Paul’s two years [of Roman 
imprisonment], and may there have given readings of his wor 
and explanatory statements which he then made were pre- 
served in the West.’ Although it is possible to point to 
examples of authors in antiquity who gave public readings of 
their literary works," it is difficult to imagine the historieal 
circumstances which would account for the preservation in 
written form of the oral comments made by Luke. 

(8) Other scholars explain the distinctive form of the 
Western text, as due to interpolation. It is maintained that in 
the early ages of the church the text of the New Testament 
was not looked upon as sucred, and therefore scribes felt at 
liberty to modify the form as well as to incorporate from oral 
tradition all kinds of additional details. ‘Thus the Western 
text, according to this explanation, represents a wild and 
uncontrolled growth of the text during the first and seeond 
centuries. 

‘This view has been widely held by scholars of various back- 

















τὲ Nome Thoughts on the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (London, 
1897), p. 140. 

+ Xalnion supports his argument with the following comments: “It 
need hurlly he mestioned that public reeitation was a form of publication 
whieh prevailed in the days when Juvenal counted it as one of the plague: 
of Rome that even the month of August put no stop to the recitation of 
their works by pocts. We may give no credence to the account that 
Heredotias read his history at the Olympia games; but at the 
Lucian tole the story that must have scemed natural mode of 
on” (ibid 
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grounds, such as Westcott and Hort,"* W. H. P. Hateh,'* 
¥, G. Kenyon,” and Martin Dibelius."* 

Still others have held that one of the rival texts is derived 
from the other, not merely by a haphazard accumulation of 
glosses added over the years by numerous seribes, but by a 
deliberate revision made early in the second century by some- 
‘one who was not satisfied with the existing form of the book. 
‘The problem is to determine which form was primary and 
which was secondary. The following two theories give dia 
metrically opposing answers to the problem. | 

(4) The view that in general the Alexandrian text preserves 
more accurately the work of the original author and that the 
Western text reflects the work of ἃ reviser was set forth with 
great learning by James Hardy Ropes in his edition of the 
text of Acts," and has been championed more recently by 

% The New Testament in the Original Greek, [vol, 11,] Introduction land] 
Appendix (London, 1881; 2nd od. 1896), pp. 120-126, 

τὸ The “Western” Text of the Gospels (vanston, 1987). os 
1 The Western Text in the Gospels and Acts, in Proceedings of the British 
lcademyy, xx1¥ (1939), pp. 287-315. 
Meee Pea αἱ Rear an Urgent itil Task," Jour of Religion, 
xx1 (1941), pp. 421-81: reprinted in Dibeline’s Studien in the Acts of the 
Apostles, ed. by Heinrich Greeven (New York, 1956), pp. 84-92. 6 
Ὁ» The Text of Acts, lieing vol. τι of The Beginnings of Chriatianity, 
edited bf F. J. Foakes Jackson and Kirswpp Lake (London, 1926). Ropes 
deseribes the character of the Western text of Acts as follows: “The 
purpose of the ‘Western’ reviser, as shown by his work, was literary im- 
provement and elaboration in accordance with his own taste, which was 
somewhat different from that of the author. He aimed at bettering the 
‘connexion, removing superficial ineonsicteney, filling slight gaps, and 
giving αι more complete and continuous narrative. Where it was pos 
he liked to introduce points from parallel or similar passages, or to com- 
plete an Old Testament quotation. Especially congenial to his style were 
heightened emphasis and more abundant use of religious commonplaces. 
‘This effort after smoothness, fulness, and emphasis in his expansion has 
usually resulted in a weaker style, sometimes showing a gort of naive 
superabundance in expressly stating what every reader could have undor- 
‘stood without the reviser’s diluting supplement, Occasionally it relieves 
‘a genuine difficulty and is a real improvement. ... In his language he 
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R. P. Ο. Hanson, who, however, instead of referring to a 
Western reviser, prefers to speak of a Western interpol 
tor: 

An interesting hypothesis which Ropes threw out for further 
discussion is the suggestion that “the preparation of the 
‘Western’ text, which took place early in the second century, 
perhaps at Antioch, was incidental to the work of forming a 
collection of Christian writings for general Church use which 
ultimately, somewhat enlarged, became the New Testament; 
in a word, the ‘Western’ text was the text of the primitive 
‘eanon’ (if the term may be pardoned in referring to so early 
ἃ date), and was expressly created for that purpose.’ 

(5) The opposite point of view, namely that the Western 






Professor of Latin in the University of Oxford. In 
publications Clark explained the shortened form as being the 
result of » seribe’s accidentally missing here and there one or 
more lines of his exemplar.” Since, however, accidental omissions 


uses vocabulary notably the wame as that of the original author, but 
with a certain number of new words—about, fifty. One trick of his style 
iy the frequent introduction of τότε ay ® particle of transition...” 
(pp. eoxxxi [0 

® “The Provenance of the Tnterpolator in the ‘Western’ ‘Text of Acts,” 
New Testament Studies, X11 (1966-66), pp. 211-230. Hanson seeks to show 
that “it is likely that an interpolator was at work on the text of Acts some 
time between A.D. 120 and 150 approximately, in the city of Rome. He 
was « Christian of some wealth and education with no strong eonnexions 
with Judaism. His additions to and alterations of the text somehow became 
incorporated in the MS tradition which we call the ‘Western’ text and 
whieh originated somewhere about the middle of the seeond century” 
(p. 223) 

5. Tbid., p. ix; compare pp. cexlv and cexe f. 

* The Primitive Text of the Gospels and Acts (Oxford, 1914). Clark had 
previously applied the theory of accidental omission of lines to the trans- 
tission of the manuseripts of Cicero’s letters. 

Τὰ the preceding century Clark's view of the Western text was antici- 
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would not account for the regular correspondence of the omis- 
sions with breaks in the sense, nor does the theory explain 
the numerous differences in wording where no omission is 
involved, in a subsequent publication Clark practically aban- 
doned the theory of accidental omission and revived the theory 
of a deliberate editorial shortening of the Western text. The 
‘Alexandrian abbreviator, he thinks, excised passages through 
out the bock for a variety of reasons; in some cases we can 
deduce that he eliminated what he considered to be otiose, 
but in other cases the excisions, Clark admits, show a singular 
want of taste.* 

Still other theories of a linguistic sort have been proposed 
over the years to account for the unusual phenomena of codex 
Beane. 

(6) J. Rendel Harris revived the theory of Mill, Wettstein, 
Middleton, and other eighteenth century scholars that, “the 
whole of the Greek text of Codex Bezae from the beginning of 
Matthew to the end of Acts is a re-adjustment: of an earlier 
text to the Latin version,” ‘The theory finds little or no sup- 
port among present-day scholars. 

(Z) The view that codex Bezae embodies an appreciable 
amount of Semitic coloring has been examined and adopted in 





pated Wy FA. Bornemann, who regarded codex Bezae as pre 
briginal tex! of Acts and explained the shorter, common t 
frisen from the negligence of ignorance of copyists, who passed over mauty 
passages due to homocoteleuton (Acta Apostolorum ab Sanclo Luca con 
scripla ad Codicis Cantabrigiensis idem recensuit {Grossenhain and London, 
ASIN). Clark, however, pointed out later (p. xaiv of his work cited in the 
following footnote) that several of Bornemann's examples axe somewhat 
forced, and that in the majority of omitted passages homoeoteleuton does 
not exist 

©The Auts of the Apostles, a Critical Bdition with Introduction and 
Notes om Selected Passages (Oxford. 1933; reprinted, 1970), pp. slv fi 

2 Coder Bezae, A Study of the So-Called Western Text of the New Tesa- 
vol. μι, no. 1; Cambridge, 1891), p. 41; compare 
Harvis's Four Lectures on the Western Test of the New Testament (London. 
1894), pp. 68-90. 
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various forms by several scholars. Frederic Henry Chase 
sought to prove that the Bezan text of Acts is the result of 
assimilation of a Greek iext to a Syriac text that antedatcd 
the Peshitta version. In the case of the Gospels, Julius 
Wellhausen frequently argued for the primitive nature of the 
readings in codex D.* This point of view was discussed further 
by A. J. Wensinck in a study entitled, “The Semitisms of 
Codex Bezae and their Relation to the Non-Western Text of 
the Gospel of Saint Luke,” and particularly by Matthew 
Black in his volume An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and 
Acts in which he gathers, classifies, and earcfully evaluates 
ἃ. large amount of relevant inaterial. According to Black 
“The Bexan text in all the Synoptic Gospels, if less so in some 
respects in Mark, is more frequently stained with Aramaic 
constructions and idicm than the B® text.” A somewhat 
similar conclusion concerning the Western text of Acts was 
also reached Ly Max Wileox. in his monogeuph (originally 
doctoral dissertation written under the guidance of Black) 
entitled The Semitisins of Acts.® i 
Another hypothesis that seeks to account for Semitisms in 

codex Bezae was proposed by a specialist in the Semitic lan- 
gunges, C. C. Torrey. After having published several mono- 
graphs on details of Aramaic coloring in the Gospels and the 
first half of the hook of Acts, Torrey advanced the theory that 
the Gospels amd Acts were translated from Greek into an 
Aramaic “Targum” towards the end of the first century, and 
that this “Targum,” being mistaken for the original Semitic 











δ The Old Syrine Blement in the Text of Codex Bezne (London, 1898). 
τ Bintang ‘in die drei ersten Eeangelien (Berlin, 1905; 2nd αὶ, 1911) 
Mollhausen, however, garded the βάσκ text of Acts to be the later 

Ὁ» Bulletin of the Bezan Club, x11 (1987), pp. I-48, 

* (Oxford, 1946; 2nd ed., 1954; 3rd ed , 1967). 

δ Tbid., (Ist. and 2nd edition), p. 212; Grd edition), p. 277, 

™ (Oxford, 1965); see especialy p. 185, 
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text of these books, was very soon afterwards retranslated 
into Greek with constant reference to the existing Greek text. 
‘This retranslation, Torrey held, was the basis of the Western 
text in the Gospels and Acts.* 

‘Although F, ¥, Bruce described Torrey’s hypothesis as 
Syery plausible. [for] it seems to satisfy many of the lin 
guistic phenomena better than any other,” most other scholars 
have rejected it as too complicated to be probable, Moreover, 
though such an hypothesis may account for certain linguistic 
phenomena, it offers no help in explaining how the Bezan 
text of Acts became nearly one-tenth longer than the Alex- 
andrian text. 

Dissatisfied with the methodology of those who adduee 
sporadic examples of Semitisms without controlling their re- 
sults by a systematic examination of opposing linguistic phe- 
homena, the present writer suggested to a student of his that: 
he make a comprehensive study of all the distinctive features 
of the Greck of codex Bezae. James D. Yoder, having as- 
sembled a Concordance to the Distinctive Greek Text of Codex 
Bezae,* collected and analyzed not only instances of Semitisms 
in Bezae, but also instances where that manuscript, lucks 
Semitisms that are preserved in other Greek witnesses. Yoder’s 
conclusions are: “(1) When one takes into account not only 
the instances of Semitic phenomena in codex Bezae, but also 
the Bezan variants which abandon Semitisms found in other 
MSS, the net inerease of Semitisms [in Bezae compared with 
other Greek witnesses] is sometimes inconsequential, while in 
other respects this MS actually reveals fewer Semitisms than 
[the number] found in the B 8 text; and (2) ofttimes the data 








= “The Origin of the ‘Western’ Text,” in Documents of the Primitive 
Church (New:York, 1941), pp. 112-148. 

= The Acts of the Apostles, the Greek Text with Introduction and Com- 
‘mentary (London, 1951), p. 45. 

22 The concordance is published in the series, New Testament Tools and 
‘Studies, vol. τι (Leiden and Grand Rapids, 1961). 
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are concentrated in limited areas of the text, thus detracting 
from the supposed homogeneity of the Bezan text.” 


After surveying the chief theories that have been offered 
to explain the origin of the Western text, one is impressed by 
the wide diversity of hypotheses and the lack of any generally 
accepted explanation. A failing common to many of the theori 
is the attempt to account for the Western text by concentrating 
upon only one aspect of the problem. The complex phenomena, 
however, that characterize the Western text in relation to the 
Alexandrian text include, as Haenchen points out in a brief 
but incisive discussion,¥ at least three kinds or levels of variant 
readings. There are, first, not only for Acts but for the Gospels 
and the Pauline corpus as well, a great number of minor 
variants that seek to clarify and explain the text and make it 
smooth, Oceasionally pious phrases are introduced. This form 
of text, widely current in the early church and used by Marcion, 
Tatian, Irenaeus, and others, cannot. be regarded as a “recen- 
sion,” for it is not and never was a unity. 

Secondly, there are yariants of another kind, peculiar to 
the Western text of Acts. These include many additions, long 
and short, of a substantive nature that reveal the hand of a 
reviser. Working upon « copy of the “Western” text in the 
first sense, the reviser, who was obviously a meticulous and 
well-informed scholar, eliminated seams and gaps and added 
historical, biographical, and geographical details. Apparently 
the reviser did his work at an early date, before the text of 
Acts hud come to be generally regarded as a sacred text that 
must be preserved inviolate. 

















™ James D. Yoder, “Semitisms in Codex Beaae," Journal of Biblical 
Lnterature, wxxvi (1959), p. 817; ef. also idem, “The Language of the 
Greck Variants of Codex Bezae,” Novum Testamentum, rt (1959), 241-248, 
Both articles rest upon Yoder’s unpublished doctoral dissertation, “The 
Language of the Greek Variants of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis” (1958), 
on deposit in the library of Princeton Theological Semin 

*Emst Hacnchen, Die Apostelgeschichte, Ste Aufl. (Gottingen, 1905), 
pp. 47-53, 
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i are still other variants which are not to be 
Εν canis Western text as such, nor with its veviser, 
put which belong tos particular manuscript, namely codex 
Bezac. This witness, copied, according to Haenehen, about 
‘A.D. 500,* exhibits a variety of scribal idiosynerasies some of 
which, though suggesting Aramaisms, are nothing more than 
txrors of a scribe, or possibly two successive seribes. It follows, 
in the words of Haenchen’s conclusion, that “in none of 
three cases does the ‘Western’ text, of Acts preserve for us 1] εἡ 
‘original’ text οἱ that book; this is the lesson that we are 

inning to learn.” ἣ 
Fagg tepothenis thus far proposed to explain the relation 
of the Western and the Alexandrian texts of Acts has gain 
anything like general assent, in its work on that. book the 
Bible Societies’ Committee proveeded in an eclectic fashion, 








* Idem, p. 9. y 20 
roposed αὶ wide range of dates for codex Bose} δ: 

Freee big, Αἰβαμίρικας BavluHanirifn [res 

. 18, note 4); beginning of the fiith century (Jol apm, 
echt fora neetonetithe Wien HSB, pp. HS: 
litle before th mid ofthe Ath eetary. (Gugihna Cavallo, Rr 
Full matuscole bien (Florence, 1057, p, 78); the fith centory αἱ. ἃ. 
Tae Coles Latin tater (Oxo 180 tem M40 4H. Rope 

xt of Acts, ν. ἐνῇ; A. Ὁ. Clark, The Acts οἱ , 
Konan Lake The Test of the New Testament, 6th od. (London, "as, 
18, F.C. Burkit, Journal of Thenopea Studs, 1 (1901-02), pp, S01 
SiS; and W. MB. Match, Principal Uncial Manuscripts of the Ney 
Testament [Chesgo, 1999), pl. xu); probably the fith century (HC. 
Kenyon, The Test of the Greck Bite (London, 1887, p80); late ὅπ 
century (Eldon J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codes Beane Cente 
trigenis in Ate (Cambridg, 1960), p, 7); the sixth century GSurt Aland, 
Kavepefacte Lise der griecichen Handscrfin dee Newen Testament, 
{Wert 106, p. 8; Beast von Dati Bhrhad Newly Binal 

ΟΣ Στ Cosine 10 9 
aces ses ey es 
and Heinrich Joseph Vogels, Codicum Novi Tetamenti specinina Bonn» 
1020}, p. dy and. seventh century (or later) (K. Sneyders de Vor, 
Hallelin of the Bezan Clb, τὴ (1926), pp- 10-13) 

7 Idem, p53. 
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holding that neither the Alexandrian nor the Western group 
of witnesses always preserves the original text, but that in 
order to attain the earliest text one must compare the two 
divergent traditions point by point and in each ease select the 
reading which commends itself in the light of transériptional 
and intrinsic probabilities 

In reviewing the work of the Committee on the book of 
Acts as a whole, one observes that more often than not the 
shorter, Alexandrian text was preferred. At the same time the 
Committee judged that some of the information incorporated 
in certain Western expansions may well be factually accurate, 
though not deriving from the original author of Acts.® In the 
following comments the present writer has attempted to set 
before the reader ἃ more or less full report (with an English 
translation) of the several additions and other modifications 
that are attested by Western witnesses, whether Greek, Latin, 
Syriac, or Coptic. Since many of these have no corresponding 
Apparatus in the text-volume, care was taken to supply an 
adequate conspeetus of the evidence that supports tI 
readings, 














11 δ᾽ Ἰησοῦς 


Against all other witnesses B and D omit ὁ before Ἰησοῦς, 
4 reading adopted by ‘Tregelles, Westeott-Hort, and A. C. 
Clark. These scholars were probably impressed by the nature 
of the external evidenee as well as by the circumstance that 





Who ἐπ΄ was that was responsible for the additional 
concerning the aposte 







‘of St. Paul's com 
traneeribed Luke's book (perhaps after the author's death). and inserted 
details of whieh he had personal knowledge, and mavle other alterations i 
accorlanee with his own taste ina matter on whieh he w led to 
tegard himself as having authority equal to that of Luke” (The Text nf 
the Greek Bible (London, 1937), νην. 235 f.). 
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this is the first instance of Ἰησοῦς in the book of Acts, and 
therefore, necording to Attic Greek standards, would not call 
for the use of the article. 

On the otker hand, Luke may well have wished, by the 
presence of the article, to bring to the reader’s mind the 
content of the Gospel narrative in his first volume.’ The 
absence of tke article in two manuscripts may be accounted 
for by assuming either that by inadvertence in transeription 
ὁ was, 80 to speak, swallowed up by the preceding o-sound of 
ἤρξατο!" or that the scribes of B and D, observing that this 
is the first occurrence of Ἰησοῦς in Acts, decided to omit 6. 


12 





the text of the opening sentence of Acts circulated in several 
different forms in the carly church. The ordinary text, wit 
nessed by all extant ancient Greek manuscripts with the 
exception of codex Bezae, can be rendered, with the RSV, 
as follows: 
In the first book, O Theophilus, I have dealt with all that 
Jesus began to do and teach, until the day when he was 
taken up, after he had given commandment through the 
Holy Spirit to the apostles whom he had chosen (. . . ἄχρι 
ἧς ἡμέρας ἐντειλάμενος τοῖς ἀποστόλοις διὰ πνεύματος 
ἁγίου ods ἐξελέξατο ἀνελήμφθη). 

‘The text of codex Βοζαθ, on the other hand, differs in two 
respects: (1) ἀνελήμφθη is moved forward so that it follows 
ἄχρι ἧς ἡμέρας, and (2) after ἐξελέξατο it adds a further 
clause so as to read as follows: . . ἄχρι ἧς ἡμέρας ἀνελήμφθη 
ἐντειλάμενος τοῖς ἀποστόλοις διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου obs ἐξελέ 
ξατο καὶ ἐκέλευσε κηρύσσειν τὸ εὐαγγέλιον, A text like that 

+ So B. Weiss, “Der Gebrauch des Artikels bei den Kigennamen,”” 
Theologische Studien und Kritiken, uxvin (1913), p. 355, and Blass- 
ΠΡΟΣ Wels, Der Οὐδ δ, νι 10; compete Il, von Soden, Die 
Schriften des Neuen Testaments, I, ii (Berlin, 1907), p. 1408. 
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of codex Bezae is attested by Thomas of Harkel for the Greek 
manuscript which he collated at the Monastery of the Antonians, 
except that in this manuscript διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου probably 
followed ἐξελέξατο. The Sahidie version also agrees with D in 
moving ἀνελήμφθη earlier in the sentence, but after ἁγίου it 
seems to have rendered a Greek text that read κηρύσσειν τὸ 
εὐαγγέλιον οὖς ἐξελέξατο. 

Before proceeding further an attempt must be made to 
understand how this form of the Western text should be 
construed. Is καὶ ἐκέλευσε to be coordinated with ἀνελήμφθη 
In this case the sequence is very awkward, particularly in 
view of the statement that the ascension terminates the third 
gospel. On the other hand, to coordinate the finite verb 
ἐκέλευσε with the participle ἐντειλάμενος, while satisfactory 
from the standpoint of sense, is grammatically intolerable. 
The only remaining possibility is to take the added clause as 
parallel with ἐξελέξατο and to render “whom he had chosen 
and commanded to proclaim the gospel.” It must be ac- 
knowledged, however, that this destroys the balance of the 
sentence, which has already expressed the idea of Jesus’ giving 
commandment to the apostles (ἐντειλάμενος). 

Another form of the Western text, which does not involve 
the difficulties exhibited by the Bezan text, is preserved in 
several Old Latin witnesses, particularly in codex Gigas and 
in the quotations of Augustine and Vigilius. On the basis of 
what is assumed to be the common text lying behind these 
Latin witnesses, which differ slightly from one another, Blass, 
followed by Clark and, in most respects, by Ropes, recon- 
structed the following Greek text: ἐν ἡ ἡμέρᾳ τοὺς ἀποστόλους 
ἐξελέξατο διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου καὶ ἐκέλευσεν κηρύσσειν τὸ 
εὐαγγέλιον. This text (and what goes before) may be rendered 
as follows: 


(In the first book, Ὁ Theophilus, I have dealt with all 
that Jesus began to do and teach,) on the day when he 
chose the apostles through the Holy Spirit and commanded 
them to proclaim the gospel. 
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‘This form of text differs in two particulars from the text of all 
other witnesses: (1) no mention is made of the ascension, and 
(2) the “day” which is specified is the occasion during Jesus’ 
public ministry when he chose the apostles. According to the 
opinion of Ropes and Clark, whose text-critical views usually 
differ from each other, this form of the Western text must be 
regarded as original and the Alexandrian as corrupt, while 
the text preserved in D syr™* cop is a conflation of the 
two. 

‘The following considerations, however, seem to the present 
writer to lead to the conelusion that the Old Latin form of 
Western text, though stylistically smoother than the Bezan 
form, is equally difficult to aecept as original. 

First, it is incredible that Luke should have said that Jesus’ 
public ministry began when he chose his apostles; the third 
Gospel records many details of what Jesus began to do and to 
teach prior to Lk 6.13 ff. (= choosing the Twelve). 

Second, as Lake points out in ἃ note in which he expresses 
dissent to Ropes’s reconstruction of the text, “ina preface to 
the second book the important point to be noticed is that 
which was reached at the end of the first, so that ἄχρι is essen- 
tial to the sense.’* 

Although Lake regarded the greater part of the Alexandrian 
text of ver. 2 as original, he agreed with Ropes in rejecting 
ἀνελήμφθη, and accepted Ropes’s view that the omission of 
ἀνελήμφθη in the Old Latin is to be connected with the omis- 
sion (in 8* D Old Latin) of καὶ ἀνεφέρετο εἰς τὸν οὐρανόν in 
Lk 24.51 

It can be agreed that the two omissions belong together, 
and that (as Lake pointed out) “it is surely illogical to do as 
Westcott and Hort did, namely, seloct a text of the gospel 
which does not mention the ascension, and a text of Acts which 























τ Kirsopp Lake, The Beginnings of Christianity, Part 1, The Acts of 
the Apostles, vol. v (London, 1933), p. 2 (hereafter referred to merely as 
The Beginnings of Christianity) 
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says that the gospel did mention {τι Ὁ Lake's attempt, however 
to reconstruct the Greek text of verses 1-4 without ἀνελήμφθη! 
can hardly be pronounced successful. The main verb in the 
clause that begins with ἄχρι must be παρήγγειλε of ver. 4 
and this, as Lake candidly admits, “makes a very bad sen- 
tence.”* There are, as Creed pointed out, at least three objec. 
tions to Luke’s having written such a prefatory sentence 
(1) the exceptionally long parenthesis, extending from ols at the 
beginning of ver. 3 to συναλιζόμενος αὐτοῖς in ver. 4, though 
grammatically possible, is stylistically intolerable; (2) évree 
λάμενος . .. παρήγγειλεν is badly redundant; (3) whereas on 
the usual punetuation συναλεζόμενος runs happily with παρήγ- 
γείλεν, it makes a weak third to ὀπτανόμενος αὐτοῖς and 
λέγων τὰ περὶ τῆς βασιλείας τοῦ θεοῦ 

If it be assumed that the original text was that which is 
testified by all known Greck manuscripts except D, simple 
explanations lie near at hand to account for the several forms 
of the Western text. Codex Bezue moved ἀνελήμφθη earlicr 
in the sentence in order to make its construction with ἄχρι 
clearly apparent, and added καὶ ἐκέλευσε κηρύσσειν τὸ εὐαγ- 
γέλιον in order to make explicit what is implied in ἐντει- 
λάμενος, The Old Latin translator(s), who were often exeeed- 
ingly free in their rendering, were perfectly capable of modifying 
the text on which they were working so as to omit the reference 
to the ascension. 

If, however, for the sake of the argument it be assumed that 

















11K, Lake, “The Practical Value of Textual Variation, Musteated {ror 
the Book of Acts,” Biblical World, .s. xix (1902), p. 363; compare also 
F, Gracie, “Der Sehluss des Lukasevangelivms und der Anfang der 
Apostelgeschichte,” Theolagische Studien und Kritiken, 1x1 (5868), pp. 

nil; andl sid, race (1998), pp. 136-137, 
‘or the Greek text see The Bepinnings of Christianity, vol. x, p. 2 
‘and for an English translation see ibid. vol. 1, pp. 2-4. 

δ The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. ν, p. 2 

J. M. Creed, “The Toxt and Interpretation of Acts i L 
Thenlogient Studies, xxv (1934), p. 180. 
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a Greek text once existed which lacked reference to the ascen- 
sion, its origin can be explained on the basis of either doctrinal 
or stylistic reasons. Plooij argued that the alteration in ver. 2 
is only part of a deliberate attempt made by the Western 
reviser (whose work is seen also in 1.9 and 11 as well as in 
Lk 24.51) to excise as much as possible of what might imply 
the bodily ascension of Jesus into heaven. Without referring 
to doctrinal considerations Creed made ἃ strong case that the 
real difficulty is stylistic and is inherent, in the narrative itself, 
He writes: 





“Here as so often in the Lucan writings, ἃ smooth surface 
covers real incongruity. The author of Acts begins with 
part of a Preface, composed in the accepted manner, 
which resumes the contents of the preceding volume. 
This leads us to expect that he will take up the thread 
where he has dropped it. But instead of this, what he does 
is to give us a new version of the last scene between Jesus 
and the disciples. ... ‘This overlapping of Gospel and 
Acts inevitably dislocates a preface which presupposes 
continuity of narrative. Luke covers up the seam by 
introducing a relative clause after ἀνελήμφθη which en- 
ables him to return to the last appearance, Ropes’ defense 
of the Old Latin text on the grounds that it avoids a pre- 
melure reference to the ἀνάλημψις before the narrative 
of the last appearance is based upon a true perception 
οἵ the difficulty, but he does not recognize that the diffi- 
culty is inherent in Gospel and Acts, apart from the 
particular word ἀνελήμφθη. ... Since the slenderly sup- 
ported omission of ἀνελήμφθη creates ἃ number of other 
difficulties to which no satisfactory answer is forthcoming, 
the word should be retained with all the Greck MSS.”" 


+1. Plooij, The Ascension in the ‘Wealern’ Textual Tradition (= Mede- 
derlingen der Koninklijke Akademie von Welenschappen, Atdecling letter 
Kunde, Deel 67, Serie A, no. 2; Amsterdam, 1929), p. 15 [=p. 53} 

° Op. cit, p- 18. 
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1.4. συναλιζόμενος 


‘The textual problems involving συναλιζόμενος and its 
variants are less perplexing than the lexical considerations 
concerning the meaning of the word. All known uncial manu- 
scripts, with the possible exception of D, and the overwhelming 
majority of the minuscule manuscripts read συναλιζόμενος. 
The first hand of codex Bezac reads συναλισκόμενος μετ᾽ 
αὐτῶν, which has been corrected by a subsequent hand to 
συναλισγόμενος μετ᾽ αὐτῶν. Since, however, the meaning of 
συναλίσκεσθαι is intolerable in the context (the verb means 
to be taken captive together), and since -σκ- (as well as -σγ-) is 
not far phonetically from -f-, Ropes is justified in correcting 
the spelling to συναλεζόμενος in his transcription of the manu- 
seript. About thirty-five minuscule manuscripts, including 614 
(which is a relatively important witness to the Western text) 
and several of the Caesarean family (c.g. 1, 69), as well as 
many patristic witnesses, read συναυλιζόμενος, a verb tat 
means literally to spend the might with, and then also gene! 
to be with, to stay with. 

The Committee agreed that the manuscript evidence re- 
quires the adoption of the reading συναλιζόμενος. This verb, 
spelled with a long a, is common in classical and Hellen 
Greck and means collect or assemble, The same verb, spellecl 
with a short @, means eat with (literally, eat salt with another). 
‘This meaning is extremely rare in Greek literature; it does not 
appear before the end of the second century after Christ, ancl 
ample has turned up in the papyri." Many of the early 
versions took the word in this sense; it is found in the Old 
Latin, the Vulgate, the Coptic (both Sahidie and Bohairic), 
the Peshitta and the Harclean Syriac, the Armenian, and the 
Ethiopic. 











The statement is based on information kindly supplied by Prof. 
Herbert C. Youtie of the University of Michigan, who, at the request of 
present writer, consulted his comprehensive index verborun of the 
Greek papyri. 
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Since the use of συναλέζεσθαι in its regular sense to assemble, 
gather is awkward when only one person is mentioned, and 
particularly awkward in its use in ver. 4 where the present 
tense is joined with the aorist παρήγγειλεν αὐτοῖς, and since, 
‘as was mentioned above, συναλίζεσθαι in the sense to eat 
‘with is unknown in the first Christian century, it has been 
proposed to regard συναλιζόμενος as an orthographic variant 
for συναυλιζόμενος. This theory, which Cadbury supported 
with many examples of similar exchange of -a~ and -av-,” 
was adopted by the RSV (“while staying with them”). 

‘The conjectural emendation proposed by I, A. Heikel!* to 
read συναλιζομένοις, suggested previously by Τὶ, Hemsterhusius 
(whom Heikel does not mention), is only superficially attrac- 
tive, for if Luke had originally written the dative plural he 
would not have been likely to follow it. two words later with 
αὐτοῖς. (The passage in Lk 8.4 which Heikel adduces as a 
parallel is not pertinent, for it has nothing corresponding to 
αὐτοῖς.) 


1.4. ἠκούσατέ pov 

‘The phrase φησὶν διὰ τοῦ στόματός μου οἵ D it” vg eth 
Hilary Augustine, which replaces the simple μου of all the 
“other witnesses, is, as Ropes points out, probably “an expansion, 
ameliofating the transition to direct discourse and avoiding 
the awkward pov." (For a similar example of the vivid and 
homely style of the Western paraphrast, see the final com- 
ment on Mt 68.) 





AH, J. Cadbury, “Lexical Notes on Luke-Acts; ΠῚ, Tauke's Interest 
in Lodging,” Journal of Biblical Literature, x1w (1926), pp. 310-817, For 
ἃ discussion of various possible Semitic words lying behind the Greek, 
5ιὲ Max Wileox, The Semitisms of Acts (Oxford, 1965 , pp. 106 δ. ; 

= "Konjekturen zu Gnigen Stellen des neutestamentlichen ‘Textes/ 
Theologische Studien und Kritiken, ον (1984-35), p. 314. 

‘3 James Hardy Ropes, The Tex! of Act, being vol. n1 of The Begineeings 
of Christianity, ed. by K. Lake and F. J. Foakes Jackson (London, 1928), 
pe 
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1.5 ἐν πνεύματι βαπτισθήσεσθε ἁγίῳ 


‘The great majority of witnesses read Ἰωάννης μὲν ἐβάπτισεν 
ὕδατι, ὑμεῖς δὲ βαπτισθήσεσθε ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ. Several 
important witnesses have a different order of words, involving 
chiasmus; thus &* B 81915 Didymus read... . ἐν πνεύματι 
βαπτισθήσεσθε ἁγίῳ, and D Hilary Augustine read ἐν πνεύματι, 
ἁγίῳ βαπτισθήσεσθε. The chiastic order of words does not 
seem to be merely an Alexandrian refinement, for it is not 
confined to the Alexandrian text, 

The less elegant order in the great bulk of witnesses can 
be explained as a harmonization with the sequence of words 
in the parallel reported in the Synoptic gospels, all of which 
place ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ after the verb baptize (Mt 3.11; Mk 
1,8; Lk 3.16), 

‘The envelope construction of the Alexandrian text (placing 
the verb between the noun and the adjective) may be an 
editorial refinement, or it may reproduce an emphiasis intended 
by the author, A majority of the Committee proferred ‘the 
Alexandrian text, considering the weight of 8* B SL 
Didymus to be superior to that of D (the evidence of Latin 
Fathers does not count for much on a point concerned with the 
presence or absence of the envelope construction in Greek). 





1.5 ἡμέρας 

At the end of the verse several Western witnesses (1) οορ "55 
Ephrucm Augustine Cassiodorus) add ἕως τῆς πεντηκοστῆς, 
thus explaining mote precisely the date of the coming of the 
Holy Spirit. It is overly subtle to suggest, as Ropes does 
(ὧν loc,), that the addition takes ver, 5 (ὅτε... ἡμέρας) as a 
parenthesi 





11 Οὐχ ὑμῶν ἐστιν γνῶναι 


Lake and Cadbury render the verse, “And he [Jesus] said to 
them, ‘No one can know times or seasons which the Father 
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“fixed by his own authority,” and comment on No one can 


know: “This is the Western reading; the Neutral and later 
text is “it is not yours to know.’ The Western reading is prefer- 
able because the paraphrast is unlikely to have ascribed ignor- 
ance to Jesus." The expression “the Western reading” is 
used here in a rather deceptive manner. No New Testament 
manuscript in any language contains this reading; only Cyprian 
(Pest, iii, 89) and Augustine (Kp. 197) quote the form, “Nemo 
potest cognoscere tempus.” Moreover, in a reply to Augustine, 
Hesychius, Bishop of Salona in Dalmatia (ip. 198, 2), corrects 
Augustine's quotation, pointing out that “in the most ancient 
books of the churches it is not written, ‘No one can,’ but it is 
written, ‘It is not yours to know times and seasons, which the 
Father put in his own power." 

In support of the reading involving the second person plural, 
Hesychius appropriately draws Augustine’s attention to the 
continuation of the passage in Acts, which reads, “But you 
will be witnesses. ...” In his subsequent. reply to Hesychius 
(Ep. 199, 1ff.), the Bishop of Hippo tacitly accepts the eor- 
rection and henceforth quotes the passage, “It is not for you 
to know. . ..” ἦ 

In view of such slender evidence it is better, with Haenchen, 
to regard the text quoted by Cyprian and Augustine as simply 
fa reprogluction of Mk 18.32, and not as testimony for the 
existence of a similar reading in Acts. 








18 [ἐν] πάσῃ 

‘The preposition ἐν is read before πάσῃ by p™" 8 ΒΟΥ WY 
most minuscules Lect vg syr?* arm, whereas it is absent from 
A C¥ Ὁ 81 181 206 322 323 328 429° 945 1611 1704 al. Because 
the repetition of the same preposition before successive co- 
ordinate phrases is more typical of Semitic style than Greek, 


\« The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1v, p. 8. 
Corpus Seriplorum Eeclesiasticorum Latinorum, vol. wit, p. 286, 


lines 6-11. 
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it ean be argued that the word is probably original and was 
deleted subsequently by Greek scribes who felt the repetition 
to be unidiomatic, On the other hand, it is also possible that 
copyists, noticing that, Jerusalem is a city whereas Judea and 
Samaria are countries, inserted the second ἐν in order to 
balance the two entities. Unable to determine which con- 
sideration is more probable, and in view of more or less equally 
weighty external evidence, a majority of the Committee voted 
to inelude ἐν in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets. 





1.9. εἰπὼν βλεπόντων αὐτῶν ἐπήρθη, καὶ νεφέλη ὑπέλαβεν 
αὐτόν [8] 


According to one form of the Western text, preserved in 
Augustine and the Sahidie version, a cloud enveloped Jesus on 
earth before his ascension, and then he was lifted up (nothing 
is said of the disciples’ watching his ascension). The only Greek 
witness to this form of text is codex Bezae, with καὐτὰ 
εἰπόντος αὐτοῦ νεφέλη ὑπέλαβεν αὐτόν, καὶ ἀπήρθη, but it 
goes on, by conflation from the ordinary text, with the M- 
congruous ἀπὸ ὀφθαλμῶν αὐτῶν. 

According to Plooij, it appears that “the ‘Western’ Reviser 
did not want to make an explicit statement as to how and in 
which form of existence Jesus ascended to heaven, After the 
resurrection Jesus had a body somehow, of whatever kind it 
might be. But he did not want to say that the apostles saw 
him ascending to heaven in that body: before he was taken 
away from them he was enveloped by the eloud.’"* 











1.11 [ἐμ]βλέποντες. 


The external evidence is rather evenly divided between 
βλέποντες (8* B Ἐπ’ 33 81 180 218 440 522 614 630 642 945 
1245 1642 1704 1739 1831 1875 1884 1891 2298 2495 al) and 
ἐμβλέποντες (pi 8° A C (Ὁ ἐνβλέποντες) Y and most minus- 


% Op. cit. (see footnote 8 on p. 277), p. 17 [=p. 56]. 
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cules). It is difficult to decide whether eopyists heightened the 
account by introducing the compound form (which seems to 
imply a degree of intensity not suggested by the simple form), 
or whether the initial syllable was accidentally dropped in 
copying. In order to represent the even balance of textual 
evidence and of transcriptional probabilities, a majority of the 
Committee preferred to print the compound form, but to 
enclose the initial syllable within square brackets to indicate 
that it may be a seribal accretion, 


1.11 εἰς τὸν οὐρανόν {C} 


‘The third of the four occurrences of the phrase εἰς τὸν 
οὐρανόν in verses 10 and 11 is omitted by D 83° 242 826% and 
several Old Latin witnesses, including its* Augustine Vigilius. 
Ropes judges that it is correctly omitted, but Haenchen thinks 
that Luke wished to lay emphasis upon the idea by a fourfold 
repetition. A majority of the Committee preferred to retain 
the phrase, considering it more likely that the words were 
accidentally omitted than deliberately inerted in a context 
which was already liberally supplicd with instances of the 
same phrase. 


1130 / 


The omission in Codex Bezue of καί both before the first 
occurrence of Ἰάκωβος and before Σίμων is to be accounted 
for (as Ropes points out) by the arrangement of the apostles’ 
names in two columns in that manuscript; as it happens both 
names appear in the first column, where none of the names is 
preceded by καί. 

‘The later manuscripts (E and most minuscules), followed 
by the ‘Textds Reéeptus, alter the sequence to the more accus- 
tomed order of “James and Jobn.” Furthermore, in E: the 
name of Andrew is moved forward to follow that of Peter 
(his brother). 
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1.14. τῇ προσευχῇ 


The addition of καὶ τῇ δεήσει after τῇ προσευχῇ in the later 
witnesses (ΟΡ and most minuscules), followed by the Textus 
Receptus (“in prayer and supplication,” AV), is due to the 
influence of Php 4.6. 


1.14. γυναιξίν 


Instead of the colorless σὺν γυναιξίν codex Bezae reads 
σὺν ταῖς γυναιξὶν καὶ τέκνοις (“with their wives and chil- 
dren”); compare 21.5, where the Tyrian Christians accompany 
Paul to his ship σὺν γυναιξὶν καὶ réxvoss,"* and the Dura freg- 
ment of Tatian’s Diatessaron, which apparently refers to the 
wives of those who accompanied Jesus from Galilee. 


1.14. τοῖς ἀδελφοῖς 


‘The Textus Receptus, following ΒΟ E 38 81 326 and most 
minuscules, reads σύν before τοῖς ἀδελφοῖς, whercas the 
preposition is absent from 8 A C* D 88 104 134 241 464° 468 
547 876 915 1175 1311 1768 1765 1838 al. Since σύν seems to 
separate Jesus from his ἀδελφοί, and is therefore suspect as 











George Salinon finds here “μη illustration of the tendeney of seribes 
to refuse to allow two words to part company which usually go together 
(such as eating and drinking, fasting snd praying, wives and children), 
and when ono oceur to add the other, with or without authority 
(Hermathena, 1% (1806, p. 285; compare Metager, The Text of the New 
Testament, p. 198) 

Unfortunately the text is fragmentary, but Kraeling is no doubt 
correct in restoring it to read αἱ γυναῖκες [τῶν συϊνακολουθησάντων 
αἰὑτ]ῷ ἀπὸ τῆς [Tadsdailas (Lk 23.49); seo Carl H. Kracling, A Greek 
Pragment of Tatian’s Diatessaron Jrom Dura (London, ἢ 
reedited by C. Bradford Welles, ef al., The Parchments and Papyré (The 
Excavations at Dura-Europos, Final Report V, Part 1 New Haven, 1959), 
p. 74 (the latter makes slight modifieations in Kracling’s transcription, 
nam ray συϊνακολοιϑησάντων αἰὐτὶῷ » ἀπὸ τῆς (Tadddailes. 
where r (=racal] signifies a hlank space great enough for one letter). 
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a scribal addition made in the interest of supporting the per- 
petual virginity of Mary, a majority of the Committee preferred 
the shorter text. 


115 ἀδελφῶν 

The Western text (D its prian Augustine) has sub- 
stituted μαθητῶν for ἀδελφῶν of Ναὶ A Β Ὁ al. The reason is 
‘obvious: to prevent the reader from confusing these “brethren” 
with the brothers of Jesus (ver. 14). (The word μαθητής is 
‘used nowhere else in the first five chapters of Acts.) For the 
same reason the seribe of the Bodmer Papyrus of Acts seems 
to have substituted ἀποστόλων (p""*). 





115 ὡσεί 


‘The Textus Receptus, following B D E and most minuseules, 
reads ὡς, whereas δ A C W 81 88 104 181 326 468 915 917 
A175 1642 1838 1875 1891 al read ὡσεί. OF the 20 other oc- 
currences of ὥσεί in the New Testament, 14 occur in Luke's 
ings (nine times in the Third Gospel; five times in Acts); 
most of these are in contexts that involve numerals. All New 
‘Testament authors use ds, which oceurs more than 500 times; 
it is sometimes used by Luke with numerals. On the basis of 
what appears to be predominant Lukan usage, a majority of the 
Committee preferred ὡσεί. 








1.16 ἔδει 


‘The change of ἔδει to δεῖ (D* itt” vg Irenaeus!) shows that 
the Western reviser failed to understand that two things are 
spoken of in verses 16-21. The first. of the two prophecies 
quoted in ver. 20 refers to the death of Judas, which has 
already been fulfilled (ἔδει). The election of a new member of 
the Twelve must therefore (δεῖ οὖν, ver. 21) take place as a 
consequence of his death and in fulfillment of the second 
prophecy quoted in ver. 20. 
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1.18 πρηνὴς γενόμενος {A} 


‘The enigmatic πρηνὴς γενόμενος (literally “having become 
prone’; AV, ASV, and RSV “falling headlong,” NEB “fell 
forward on the ground”) is interpreted variously in the early 
versions. 

(1) The Latin versions attempt to harmonize the account 
in Acts with the statement in Matthew that Judas “went ont 
and hanged himself” (Mt 27.5). The Old Latin version current 
in North Africa, according to a quotation by Augustine in his 
contra Felicem, iA, seems to have read collem ἰδὲ alligavit 
εἰ deiectus in faciem diruptus est medius, et effusa sunt omnia 
viscera etus (“he bound himself around the neck and, having 
fallen on his face, burst asunder in the midst, and all his bowels 
gushed out”). On the basis of this sole patristic witness Blass 
introduced kal κατέδησεν αὐτοῦ τὸν τράχηλον into his edition 
of the Roman form of the Acts, and Clark inserted the line 
καὶ τὸν τράχηλον κατέδησεν αὐτοῦ into his stichometric edition 
οἱ Acts. Jerome, who may have known this rendering, reads 
in the Vulgate susponsus crepuit medius et diffusa sunt omnia 
viscera eius (“being hanged, he burst asunder in the midst, 
and all his bowels gushed out”). 

(2) A different tradition is represented in the Armenian 
version and the Old Georgian version; these describe Judas's 
end thus: “Being swollen up he burst asunder and all his bowels 
gushed out.” What the Greek may have been from which this 
rendering was made is problematical. Papias, who according to 
tradition was a disciple of the apostle John, described Judas’s 
death with the word πρησθεῖς (from Epic πρήθειν, to swell 
out by blowing). 











τ Papiaa's work, Ezegeses of the Lord’s Oracles, ia extant only in frag- 
ments; the text of this fragment is quoted in two forms by Apollinarius of 
Laodicea (see K. Lake in The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, pp. 23 .). 
According to BihImeyer’s reconstruction of the text, Papias’s commentary 
read as follows: '\Judas’s earthly career was a striking example of impiety. 
His body bloated to such an extent that, even whore a wagon passes with 
ease, he was not able to pass; no, aot even his bloated head by itself could 
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According to a conjecture of Eberhard Nestle, who com- 
pares Nu 5.21-27, the word which stood originally in Ac 1.18 
was either πρησθεῖς or mempnoyevos.™ 

It has also been argued that πρηνής, besides its common 
meaning “prone,” had a medical meaning “swollen”; but the 
evidence for this specialized significance is disputed. 


1.19. τῇ ἰδίᾳ διαλέκτῳ αὐτῶν 

‘A majority of the Committee preferred to adopt the reading 
Wig, which is supported by almost all witnesses and is in 
accord with Luke's expression in 2.6 and 8, The absence of 
ἰδίᾳ from pf & B* D was explained as due to haplography 
(πηιδιαλιλλεκτω), 


1.19. ᾿Ακελδαμάχ 


‘The great majority of Greek manuscripts read ᾿Ακελδαμά, 
which represents Xp] pq (Aramaic for “field of blood”), 
‘The earlier Greek uncials, however, spell the word with a final 
‘consonant, -x (& A B Ὁ), or -« (E); the Old Latin, Vulgate, 
Sahidic, and Bohairic also read a final consonant. 

‘The usual explanation is that the consonant represents 
nothing in the Aramaic pronunciation, but is an orthographical 
device tp transliterate the final 8, just as Σειραχ represents 
Sira (8779) in the name of the author of Ecelesiasticus. Dalman 





do το. His eyelids, for example, swelled to such dimensions, they say, 
that neither could he himeelf see the light at all, nor could his eyes be 
detected by a physician's optical instrument: to such depths had they 
sunk below the outer surface” (translated by James A. Kleist in Ancient 
Christian Writers, vol. νὰ (Westminster, Md., 1948], p. 119; the passage 
continues with other revolting details) 

Expository Timea, xxatt (1911-12), pp. 9811. 

See F, Hf Chase, “On πρηνὴς γενόμενος in Acta i 18,” Jounal 
of Theological Studies, xu1 (1911-12), pp. 278-285, and 415; J. R. Harris, 
“St, Luke's Version of the Death of Judas,” American Journal of Theology, 
xyin (1914), pp. 127-131; and Alexander Souter, A Pocket Lexicon to 
the Greek New Testament (Oxford. 1918), 8. 
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compares Ἰωσήχ of Lk 3.26, which represents “or, and says 
that the final x marks the word as indeclinable.* 


1.31. "Inoods 


After Ἰησοῦς several Western witnesses (D syr cop eth 
Augustine) add Χριστός. On this kind of secondary accretion, 
see the examples listed in Groups Β and C in footnote 12 on 
pp. 262, above 


1.38. ἔστησαν 


‘The Western reading ἔστησεν (D ite'* Augustine) emphasizes 
the role of Peter, Here and elsewhere in the Western text, one 
recognizes clearly the later point of view, according to which 
Peter rules the church with the authority of the monarchical 
episcopate.” 


1.26 τόπον (1) [Β] 


Under the influence of τὸν κλῆρον τῆς διακονίας ταύτης 
(ver. 17), the ‘Textus Receptus, following ΝΒ C* E and the 
overwhelming bulk of the minuscules, replaces τόπον (1) with 
κλῆρον; the former reading, however, is strongly supported 
by p* AB C* Ὁ W itéate vg syr®™* cops Augustine. 


1.26 αὐτοῖς [8] 


Instead of αὐτοῖς, which is well attested by 8 A BC 33 81 
1739 vg cop*-* al, the Textus Receptus, following D* E © 
most minuscules, reads αὐτῶν. In the opinion of a majority of 


5. Gustav Dalman, Grammatik des judisch-paldstiniachen Aramdisch, 
2%e Aufl. (Leipzig, 1905), p. 202, note 8, Compare Moulton-Howard, 
Grammar, τι, pp. 1081. 

"Cf, Carlo M. Martini, 5.1., “La figura di Pietro secondo Je varianti 
del codice D negli Αἰεὶ dogii Apostoli,” Son Pietro (=Aiti della XIX 
Settimana Biblica; Brecia, [1967}), pp. 279-289, 
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the Committee, the ambiguity of αὐτοῖς (is it intended as in 
direct object, “they gave lots to them,” or as ethical dative, 
“they cast lots for them’?) prompted copyists to replace it 
with the easier αὐτῶν. 


1.36 συγκατεψηφίσθη μετὰ τῶν ἕνδεκα ἀποστόλων {A} 


‘The scribe of codex Bezae replaced the rare verb συγκα- 
ταψηφίζεσθαι with the more common συμψηφέζειν. ‘Then, 
taking μετά in the sense of “among,” he substituted “the 
twelve (iB) apostles” for “the eleven apostles.” Not satisfied 
with this, other pedantically-minded , seribes produced the 
conflate reading, “he was counted among the eleven apostles 
as the twelfth” (so the Armenian catena, the Georgian version, 
and Augustine) 

‘The Committee preferred the reading ἕνδεκα, supported us 
it is by all known Greek witnesses except D and Busebius. 


2.1-2 Kai ἐν τῷ συμπληροῦσθαι τὴν ἡμέραν τῆς πεντη- 
κοστῆς ἦσαν πάντες ὁμοῦ ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό. (2) καὶ 
ἐγένετο 

‘The Bezun text, preferred by Ropes, reads καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν 
ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις τοῦ συνπληροῦσθαι τὴν ἡμέραν τῆς 
πεντηκοστῆς ὄντων αὐτῶν πάντων ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό, καὶ εἰδοὺ 
ἐγένετο, which means, he says, “And it came to pass in those 
days of the arrival of the day of pentecost that while they were 
all together behold there came,” ete.! He explains the unusual 

Greek as the result of translation from Aramaic (compare 

‘Torrey’s suggestion that the original read Nay DovDg “and 

when the Weeks were fulfilled”)? 


τ The Text of Acts, p. 10. 

τ Ὁ. Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acts (=Hareard Theological 
‘Studies, 1; Cambridge, 1916), p. 28. For a full discussion of the exegetical 
problems of the passage, see J. H. Ropes, Harsard Theological Review, xvi 
(1923), pp. 168-175, 
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2.5. ἦσαν δὲ εἰς ᾿Ιερουσαλὴμ κατοικοῦντες ᾿Ιουδαῖοι, 
ἄνδρες εὐλαβεῖς [8] 

Behind the familiar words, “Now there were dwelling 
Jerusalem Jews, devout men from every nation under heaven, 
lie several interesting and provocative textual problems. Most 
manuscripts, in harmony with “good” Greek grammar, read 
ἐν ᾿Ιερουσαλήμ, but a few, including 8 and A, read εἰς 
᾿Ιερουσαλήμ. The construction of εἰς with verbs of rest (like 
ἦσαν in this verse) is a hellenistic construction that occurs in 
all New ‘Testament authors except Matthew, and in Acts most 
frequently of all (so Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 205; see, δι g., 
Ac 7.12; 8,40; 9.21; 12,19; 19.22; 21.13; 23.11 bia). The question 
here is whether Luke wrote εἰς which was later replaced in 
almost all manuscripts with ἐν, in accord with classical usage, 
or whether he wrote ἐν which scribes altered to εἰς, in accord 
with increasingly popular usage. On the basis of what is 
obviously Lukan usage (see Lk 4.23, 44; 21.37 as well as the 
passages in Acts already mentioned), a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading és. 

Another problem arises in connection with Ἰουδαῖοι. Why 
should Luke think it necessary to mention that Jews were 
dwelling in Jerusalem? Likewise, why should it be said that 
they were devout men; would not this be taken for granted 
from the fact that they were Jews? Most amazing of all is the 
statement that these Jews were persons from every nation 
under heaven, Out: of all lands under heaven could be under- 
stood—but since Jews were already an ἔθνος, to say that 
these were from snother ἔθνος is tantamount to a contradic- 
tion of terms. 

Now it is certainly significant that the word Ἰουδαῖοι, 
which creates so many exegetical problems in the verse, is 
absent from 8, and is variously placed in two other uncial 
manuscripts: C reads ἄνδρες ᾿Ιουδαῖοι and E reads ᾿Ιουδαῖοι. 
κατοικοῦντες, whereas in the rest of the Greck witnesses 
᾿Ιουδαῖοι follows κατοικοῦντες and precedes ἄνδρες. Docs not 
this mean, as Blass, follpwed by Ropes, suggested, that the 
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word is an early, perhaps pre-Western, variant that found 
Jodgment at various places in the sentence?* 

On the other hand, one must ask what would have motivated 
several different. scribes to insert a word which raises so many 
questions in the reader’s mind? It is easier to understand that, 
being present in the original text and witnessed by the over- 
whelming mass of manuscripts, Ιουδαῖοι was either dropped 
as seemingly contradictory to ἀπὸ παντὸς ἔθνους, or moved 
to a position considered less objectionable from a stylistic 
point of view. 





2.6 ἤκουον 


‘The variations are between the imperfect and the aorist tense 
‘and the singular and the plural number. A majority of the Com- 
mittee regarded ἤκουεν (Ὁ 81 467 547 1311 1739 vg ΑὙΤῸ cops 
geo) as ἃ correction of ἤκουον (A 1) 1 154 most: minuseules 
Chrysostom) under the influence of the following εἷς ἕκαστος, 
The readings ἤκουσεν (8 B 181 241 307 327 614 917 1874) 

+ and ἤκουσαν (181 460) seem to have arisen from harmonization 
h adjacent. verbs in the aorist tense, 





3.6. τῇ ἰδίᾳ διαλέκτῳ λαλούντων αὐτῶν 


Roped suggests that the sequence of the Western reading, 
λαλοῦντας ταῖς γλώσσαις αὐτῶν (D syr?*™? Augustine), “is 


+See ἘΞ Blass, “Zur Textkritik von Apostelgschichte 2,5,” Neue 
Kirchliche Zeitschrift, un (1892), pp. 826-830, and Ropes, The Text of Acts, 
pp. 12-13. ὶ 

«A. C, Clark suggests that “the confusion was οδυβοὰ by ἃ very ancient, 
note Ἰουδαῖοι placed in the margin, to show that the ἄνδρες εὐλαβεῖς 
in ©. 5 were Jews by religion, though by race or residence they were 
Parthians, Medes, &e” (The Acts of the Aposlles, pp. 3381). But this 
explanation assumes that all throe forms of text were direct descendants 
from the one manuscript that had the marginal note, and that three 
seribes independently thought it necessary to incorporate the note into 
‘the text at different places—which is a rather improbable assumption. 
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perhaps intended to make it clear that the speaking, not the 
hearing only, took place in these languages.”* 


3.7 ἐξίσταντο δέ 


The insertion of πάντες (or ἅπαντες) after ἐξίσταντο δὲ 
(ΝΡ A C ES most minuscules, including 33 81 181, followed 
by the Textus Receptus) was probably made under the influence 
of ver, 12, It is lacking not only in B but in the Western text us 
well (D its'* Augustine), and is the kind of heightening of the 
narrative that would occur independently to more than one 
setibe, 


3.17 λέγοντες [8] 


‘The addition of πρὸς ἀλλήλους before (W {κι} or ufter 
λέγοντες (C* D E most: minuscules) is a typical seribal addi- 
tion of circumstantial detail. Had it been present origin 
there is no discernible reason why it should have been deleted. 
On the other hand, in view of the narrative style (similar to 
that in Lk 2.15) there would have been great temptation for 
seribes to insert the phrase. 

A majority of the Committee preferred the shorter text, 
which is strongly supported by p" 8 A B C* 81 it? vg eop™" 
al. 








3.17 οὐχ 


Although the iota of οὐχί (attested only by B) may have 
fallen out before ἰδού, resulting in the reading οὐχ (ἡ D E 
81 98 794 915 1175 1827), it may have been added in order to 
produce a more emphatic expression. The reading οὐκ (A C 
most minuseules), which entered the Textus Receptus, is the 
orthographically correct form. A majority of the Committee 
was of the opinion that οὐχ best explains the rise of both 
other readings. 


5 Phe Text of Acts, p. 13. 
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3.9 ᾿Ιουδαίαν 

Although solidly supported by external evidence (by all 
Greck witnesses, and almost all versional and patristic wit- 
nesses, except those mentioned below), the word Ιουδαίαν 
has frequently been suspected because (1) it stands in an 
unusual sequence in the list (between Mesopotamia and 
Cappadocia); (2) it is properly an adjective and therefore 
when used as a substantive (as here) it ought to be preceded 
‘by the definite article (3) it is absent from the astrological 
geography of Paulus Alexandrinus,’ with which Luke's list is 
otherwise in partial agreement; and (4) it inyolves the curious 
anomaly that the inhabitants of Judea should be amazed to 
hear the apostles speak in their own language (ver. 6).* 

For these reasons some ancient and many modern writers 
have proposed the names of other countries, Thus, ‘Tertullian 
and Augustine (once) substitute Armeniam, Jerome substitutes 
(habitantes in) Syria, and Chrysostom ᾿Ινδίαν. Modern schol- 
ars have proposed a wide variety of conjectures, including 
Idumaea (Caspar, Spitta, Lagercrana), Ionia (Cheyne), Bithynia 
(Hemsterhuis, Valekenaer), Cilicia (Mangey), Lydia (Bentley, 
Bryant), India ({following Chrysostom] srs, Schmid), 
Gordyaea (Greve, Burkitt), Yaudi (Gunkel), Adiabehe (Ibe 
hard Nestle), and Aramaea (Hatch).’ Others, ineluding 














= walt 
According to Blass-Debrunner-Funk, “anarthrous Ἰουδαίαν is cer 
talnly corrupt,” § 261 (4). 

‘On Paulus Alexandrinus and his geographical list, see Stefan Wein- 
stock, “The Geographical Catalogue in Acts ii.9-11," Journal. of Roman 
Studies, xxxvitr (1948), pp. 43-46, and the article by the present writer 
in the Festschrift in honor of F. F, Bruce (Apostolic History and the 
Gospel, edited by W. Ward Gasque and Ralph P. Martin [Fxoter and 
Grand Rapids, 1970], pp. 123-133) 

* It is not sufficient to turn the force of this argument to say, as Denk 
does, that the slialect of Galileans differed from the dialect sed in Judea 
os. Denk, Zeitschrift fiir Ratholische Theologie, xxx1v [1910], p. 606} 

2 For discussions of the last two proposals mentioned above, see Hherbard 
Nestle, Zeitschrift fir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, 1x (1908), pp. 
253-254, and W. Ἡ. P. Hatch, thid., pp. 255-256 (the latter lists most of 
‘the conjectures which are mentioned above) 
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Wusebius, Harnack, and ©. 8. C, Williams, omit the word 
altogether, considering it a seribal gloss. 

Despite internal difficulties, the Committee was impressed 
by the overwhelming preponderance of external evidence 
supporting ᾿Ιουδαίαν, and therefore retained it in the text. 


3.12 διηπόρουν 


The middle voice οἵ διαπορεῖν ΩΝ A B 076) is so appropriate 
here that, if it were original, it is difficult to account for its 
being altered to the active voice in the great mass of witnesses 
(Ὁ Ὁ E Land apparently all minuscules). On the other han: 
if Luke wrote διηπόρουν it is easy to see why Egyptian 
nesses adopted an Alexandrian refinement. 








2.12 ἄλλον 


The addition in D syr™ Augustine of ἐπὶ τῷ γεγονότι 
(“concerning what had taken place”) after ἄλλον is a typical 
expansion so characteristic of the Western text. 


2.14 σταθεὶς δὲ ὁ Πέτρος σὺν τοῖς ἕνδεκα. 


Instead of σταθεὶς δὲ ὁ Πέτρος σὺν τοῖς ἕνδεκα codex Bezac 
reads τότε σταθεὶς δὲ ὁ Πέτρος σὺν τοῖς δέκα ἀποστόλοις. 
suggesting that the source from which this account came either 
disregarded or was ignorant of the election of Matthias. 

Codex Bezae enhances the prominence of Peter by inserting 
πρῶτος after ἐπῆρεν (see also the comments on 1.23). 


2.16 προφήτου ᾿Ιωήλ [Ὁ] 


A majority of the Committee judged that the name Ἰωήλ. 
had fallen out accidentally from the Western text (D it® 
Irenaeus Rebaptism Ephraem Hilary Gregory of Elvira Au- 
gustine) 
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2.17-21 

‘The quotation from 1] 2.28-82 (=LXX 3.1-6) is preserved in 
two forms, represented by codex Vaticanus and by codex Bezae. 
‘The former agrees almost exactly with the text of the Septuagint, 
whereas the latter embodies a series of changes from the 
Septuagint, most of which make the quotation more suitable 
for the occasion, This adaptation may be the work of the 
original author, and the agreement of the B-text with the 
Septuagint may have been produced by an editor, On the other 
hand, however, it is equally possible that the author copied 
exactly, or nearly so, from his Septuagint, and that the modi- 
fications were introduced by the Western reviser, In favor of 
the latter view is the fact that in other formal quotations the 
author of Acts displays a remarkable degree of faithfulness 
to the text of the Septuagint. Moreover, several of the Western 
modifications appear to reflect an emphasis on Gentile interests,” 
sometimes approaching what has been called the anti-Jewish 
bias of the Western reviser. The problem is a complex one, 
however, and the possibility must be left open that occasionally 
the text of B represents @ secondary development. 





217 ἐν ταῖς ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις. 

It was probably the author himself who substituted ἐν ταῖς 
ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις (8 AD E 1 PS 462 vg syr Irenaeus Hilary 
Macarius Chrysostom Augustine al) for μετὰ ταῦτα of the 
Septuagint (J1 2.28 [ =LXX 3.1), which is inappropriate for the 
context of the narrative in Acts. The presence of the words μετὰ 
ταῦτα in B 076 cop* Cyril of Jerusalem, therefore, should be 
regarded us the work of an Alexandrian corrector who brought 
the quotation in Acts into strict conformity with the prevailing 
text of the Septuagint.” 











© See Elden J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Beane Canta- 
brigiensis in Acts (Cambridge, 1966). 

"For a discussion of the textual merits of cach reading, soe I 
Haenchen, “Schriftzitate und Textiberlieferung in der Apostelgeschichte.” 
Zeitschrift fiir Theologie und Kirche, 11 (1954), p. 162 (and his Apostel- 














2968 4A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


217 λέγει ὁ Beds 





Instead of λέγει ὁ θεός, which is read by most of the man 
scripts, the Western text reads λέγει κύριος (D E 242 41 
1845 Old Latin Vulgate Irenaeus). The Septuagint lacks the 
clause. Kilpatrick thinks that “in general the tendency may 
have been to change κυριοσ to θεοσ as κυριοσ is ambiguous 
and may mean God or Christ, but 8eog like Ἰησουσ or Χριστοσ 
is not.” 

There is, however, no evidence that such a tendency as 
Kilpatrick suggests operated in the case of codex Bezae, A 
slanee at Yoder's Concordance to the Distinctive Greek Text 
of Coder Bezae reveals that ten times D reads κύριος for θεός 
in other manuscripts, and eleven times D reads θεός for κύριος 
in other manuseripts, 

In the present passage the textual decision must be made 
on the basis of external evidence, and when the geographical 
distribution of witnesses is taken into account, it scems to be 
obvious that λέγει ὁ θεός should be preferred to λέγει κύριον. 


2.17 


The substitution of αὐτῶν (in D ite Rebaptism Hilary) for 
the first, two instances of ὑμῶν, as well as the omission of the 
next two instances of ὁμῶν (in the former ease by D Rebaptisin; 
in the latter by DE it® Rebaptism), may have been motivated 
by the Western reviser’s wish to make the prophetic oracle 
apply to Gentiles and not exclusively to the Jews to whom 
Peter was speaking: 








geschichte, in loc.) who argues for the originality of μετὰ ταῦτα on the 
ground that it agrees better with Luke's theology; and F. Mussner, 
aay fe Ietzten Tagen’ (Avg. 2, I7a),” Biblache Zeitschrift, NAF. v 
(1961), pp. 263-265, who disputes Haeneben’s interpretation on both 
textual and theological grounds. 

* G. Ὁ. Kilpatrick, “An Eclectic Study of the Text of Acts, Biblical 
and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, edited by J. Neville 
Birdsall and Robert W. Thomson (Freiburg, 1963), pp. 65-66. 
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“I will pour out my Spirit upon all flesh, and their sons 

and their daughters shall prophesy, and the young men 

shall see visions, and the old men shall dream dreams.” 
‘That such was in fact his intention seems to be evident by 
what follows in ver, 39, where the Western text alters the 
second person pronouns to the first person, thus implying that 
the promises belong to the spiritual Isracl, the new people of 
God, and not to the Israel κατὰ σάρκα, to which Peter is 
speaking. 
3.18 ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις [0] 

On the basis of the testimony of the overwhelming mass of 
witnesses, a majority of the Committee preferred to retain 
ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις, explaining the absence of the words 
in D ἐδ εκ Rebaptism Priscilfian as due either to an accident 
in transmission or to a fecling that they were otiose after 
ἐν ταῖς ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις in ver. 17. 








218 καὶ προφητεύσουσιν {B] 

‘The omission οἵ καὶ προφητεύσουσιν in the Western text 
(Ὁ it? Tertullian Rebaptism Priseillian) brings the passage 
into harmony with the Septuagint (and Hebrew) text. Ropes 
prefers fhe shorter text and explains the addition as a Western 
non-interpolation, made before the formation of the text of B. 

Ropes's pronouncement that, “if {the words] were originally 
present, the only reason for omitting them in D would have 
been the desire to conform to the LXX, but, as has been 
shown, this motive is the opposite of that which, under any 
hypothesis, governed the formation of the D-text," fails 
to take into account the possibility of accidental omission, 





τ Codex Βόκας alters πᾶσαν σάρκα to πάσας σάρκας, perhaps in 
‘order to emphasize still further the universality οἵ the gift of the Spirit 
(vet the change may be merely stylistic; cf. Lk 24.30 where D alters 
σάρκα to σάρκατ). 

ἡ The Tezt of Adts. . 17. 
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AA majority of the Committee preferred the non-parallel read- 
ing, which is supported by the preponderant attestation, 


3.19. αἷμα καὶ πῦρ καὶ ἀτμίδα καπνοῦ {B} 


The omission of the words αἷμα καὶ πῦρ καὶ ἀτμίδα καπνοῦ 
from the Western text (D ite®» Priscillian), which Bruce 
suggests was made deliberately “as not being applicable tc 
the circumstances of Pentecost,” may also have resulted 
from parablepsis when the eye of the scribe passed from the 
preceding word κάτω to the final word καπνοῦ. A majority 
of the Committee preferred the longer text, supported as it is 
by pS AB Cal, 








2.20 καὶ ἐπιφανῆ 


A majority of the Committee regarded the absence of καὶ 
ἐπιφανῇ in 8 1) ite Priscillian as the result of seribal over- 
sight, occasioned either by the presence of two groups of 
similar letters, weyaAHn and expann, or by the homoeo- 
arcton involved in what follows, καιεπιφανη καιεσται. ‘The 
text adopted is supported by the preponderant weight of 
external evidence (pA B C E P, apparently all other Greek 
witnesses, vg al). 





3.28 ἔκδοτον 


The addition of λαβόντες after ἔκδοτον in REC? D EP 614 
al, followed by the Textus Receptus, is a typical scribal ex- 
pansion, introduced in order to fill out the construction. 


3.24. θανάτου [Β] 


‘The Western substitution of ἄδου (D ἐμ: εἶς vg οντν cop 
Polyearp Irenaeus! Ephraem Augustine) for θανάτου appears 
to be an assimilation to the use of ἄδην in verses 27 and 31. 











* FE, Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles (London, 1951), p. 90. 





‘THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 299 


2.26 ἡ καρδία μου 

‘The sequence of μου ἡ καρδία, attested by N* B Clement, 
is a more artificial order which may haye been introduced by 
Alexandrian scribes in order to provide a chiastic contrast 
with the following ἡ Ὑλῶσσά μου. Therefore, despite the 
agreement of ἡ καρδία μου with the Septuagint (Ps 16.9 [= 
X 15.9), a majority of the Committee preferred the latter 
order, supported as it is by all other witnesses (p" δ A CD 
E P al) 


2.30 ὀσφύος 

‘The substitution of καρδίας in D* for ὀσφύος has been ex- 
plained in terms of an Aramaic source or as ἃ false retransla- 
tion from the Latin text it (praecordis, which means both 
“pelly” and “heart”).” The reading κοιλίας (1311 ite 
ve! syr° Irenaeus!) is a seribal assimilation to the text of 
the Septuagint (Ps 192.11 [=LXX 131.11). 








2.30 καθίσαι [Β] 


‘The Hebraic use of the phrase ἐκ καρποῦ as a noun, the 
object of καθίσαι, is extremely harsh in Greek and has given 
rise to various explanatory expansions (derived perhaps from 
2 Sm 7.12). Thus, before καθίσαι D«** inserts κατὰ σάρκα 
ἀναστῆσαι τὸν. Χριστὸν καί, and the Textus Receptus, fol 
lowing P 049 056 0142 most minuseules Lect it® syr® cop al, 
reads τὸ κατὰ σάρκα ἀναστήσειν τὸν Χριστόν. 


2.31 


‘Through an accidental oversight on the part of the scribe’ 
‘codex Bezae (D* 115) lacks προϊδὼν ἐλάλησεν περὶ τῆς. 


κϑὸ C. ©. Torrey, Documents of the Primitive Church (New York, 


18 
Ἂ: oe. Hisenchen, Zeitschrift fir Theologie und Kirche, ταὶ (1954), 


pp. 164 f. 
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3.81 ἄδην 


‘The construction εἰς ἄδου (standing for εἰς ᾷδου οἶκον [or 
δόμον!) is usual in classical Greek (where Hades is the god of 
the nether world). In the Septuagint text of Ps 16.10 (=LXX 
15.10) ᾷδου is read by A and ἄδην by & B and the papyrus 
is exate υ by Swete. ‘The: Committee sam wo rensen to 
lepart from ἄδην (Ν B cl 

serie 5 i ᾧ i at 1739 al), which occurs also in 





2.38 


‘The insertion of ὑμῖν after ἐξέχεεν i 

- ὃ ion ¢ xeev in codex Bezae and the 
insertion of τὸ δῶρον before ὑμεῖς in I it® syr cop" Inenacus'« 
are obviously seribal embellishments. 


3.87 


The replacement of ἀκούσαντες δέ with dvres οἱ 
συνελθόντες καὶ ἀκοίσαντες im D ng and the ineation ἴὸ 
1) of τινὲς ἐξ αὐτῶν before εἶπον (because the entire crowd 
could not speak to Peter and the apostles) and of ὑποδείξατε 
ἡμῖν (“Show us”) after ἀδελφοί in DE Old Latin syri™* 
cop are typical Western expansions," i 


3.87 λοιπούς [Β] 


‘The omission of λοιπούς from 1) 241 ites cop's! Hipe 
bolytu Augustine seems to have been aceidenal, osesoned 
perhaps because of homocoteleut τ 

ἘΠῚ jon. (κλιτογελοιπογελπο- 


3.38 Μετανοήσατε, [dnotv, | 


‘The witnesses offer a wide variety of 
The ses offer a wide variety of readings: (a) Πέτρος 
δὲ πρὸς abrobs' Μετανοήσατε, B 218 606 630 1835 al; (bf Te 











“5 For an interesting attempt to show that Luke hi responsi 
Met ing atterapt to show tha if was ible 
for the colloquial ὑποδείξατε ἡμῖν, see C. A. Phillips, Bulletin of the 
Hezan Club, ve (1930), pp. 21-24. 
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τρος δὲ αὑτοὺς Μετανοήσατε, φησίν, pes AC 81 680 
1642* 1704 1739 1891 vg al; (c) Πέτρος δὲ πρὸς αὑτούς φησιν" 
Μετανοήσατε, Ὁ it*? Irenaeus; (4) Πέτρος δὲ ἔφη πρὸς 
αὐτοὺς" Μετανοήσατε, E P Ψ Bye itt yg; (6) Πέτρος 
δὲ πρὸς αὐτοὺς ἔφη. Μετανοήσατε, 2147; (f) εἶπε δὲ Πέτρος 
πρὸς αὐτοὐτ᾽ Μετανοήσατε, 42 51 57 223 582 1405 al; 
(g) as ΟἿ followed by φησίν, 206; (4) Πέτρος δὲ ἔφη πρὸς 
αὐτοὺτ᾽ Meravohoare, φησίν, 36 180 453 1642; and (ἢ Πέ- 
zpos δὲ πρὸς αὐτούς Μετανοήσατε ἔφη, 945 al. A majority 
‘of the Committee was impressed by the diversity of early 
testimony supporting reading (b), but preferred to enclose 
φησίν within square brackets because of the weight of codex 
B, which lacks the word. 

[Only reading (a) adequately accounts for the rise of the 
other readings, for the absence of an explicit verb of saying 
prompted copyists to add, at various places, φησίν or ἔφη 
or εἶπεν; there is no good reason why any of these verbs, if 
original, should have been omitted or altered to a different 
verb, It ought to be noted also that elsewhere Luke occasionally 
dispenses with a verb of saying (25.22; 26.28), B.M.M.] 





2.38 ἐπί 

A majority of the Committee preferred ἐπί (8 A almost, 
‘all mimuscules), which is the more unusual preposition in such 
‘context, and explained é (ΒΟ D 429 522 1739 2208 al) as a 
seribal accommodation to the more accustomed expression 
(cf. 10.48 where ἐν occurs with no variant reading). 





2.38 ὑμῶν (2) 

The omission of ὑμῶν after εἰς ἄφεσιν τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν by 
D ite syr® Trenaeus Augustine al is, as Ropes points out, 
“conformation to the solemn formula of the Gospels, not: an 
original shorter reading,” for there is a “complete absence of 
tendency to expand in Matt. xxvi.28, Mk. 1.4, Lk, iii.3." 


ἢ The Tex! of Acts, p- 22. 
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2.39 


For the second person i 
pronouns in the Wester 
the final comment on ver. 17 above. cla 


241 


‘The substitution in D of πιστεύ ἀ 
εὐσαντες for ἀποδεξάμενοι 
was doubtless motivated by theological concern that faith im, 
and not merely reception of, the word preached by Peter is 
Prerequisite to receiving. baptism. The addition of ἀσμένως 
, 2 ἀσμένων 
before ἀποδεξάμενοι (“they that gladly received his word”) 
in EP614 cop Augustine αἱ, followed by the Textus Receptus, 
isan obvious aceretion, deriving either from 21.17 or from 4 
ecling that such a description would be emi inte 
for Peter's hearers. rNersckeiie 


2.42 τῶν ἀποστόλων 


Aller τῶν ἀποστόλων codex Bezae adds ἐν Ἴερουσι 

if mu ἡ 
The Latin text of eodex Bezne reads, with vg aye nes 
“in the fellowship of the breaking of bread.” ᾿ μ 


243 διὰ τῶν ἀποστόλων ἐγίνετο [0] 


It is excoedingly difficult to ascertain the ori 

this passage, It can be argued, as Ropes does, thet the canis 
ἐν Ἰερουσαλήμ, φόβος τε ἣν μέγας ἐπὶ πάντας καὶ were 
omitted beeause they seem to repeat ver, 488. On the other 
hand, Haenchen supposes that the words are an expansion 
smoothing the way for ver. 44. A majority of the Committe 

preferred to follow B (D) 614 1739 it@-elx.p*s7 ΓΝ amrat a 





3.44 πιστεύοντες 


In the hook of Acts the absolute 
t use of the participle of 
πιστεύειν occurs as a designation of Christians.” The Ete 








"See H. J. Cadbury in The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, p. 382. 
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participle πιστεύοντες (A C D E P most minuscules) indicates 
the continuance of the state of believing, whereas the aorist 
πιστεύσαντες (& Β 0142 28 42 88 104 481 al) specifies merely 
that the adoption of the faith had taken place sometime in the 
past, near or remote. The aorist occurs also in 4.32, where the 
text is firm. In the present passage a majority of the Com- 
mittee understood the context to refer not to converts but to 
believers, and therefore preferred the present tense. 


2.44 ἦσαν ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ καί {D} 

‘The reading ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό (Β 254 it? Origen Speculum 
Salvian) gives the impression of being stylistic improvement, 
paring away every superfluity of expression. (For the expression 
ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό, which occurs three times in the Western text of 
verses 44-47, and twice in the B text, see the comments on 
ver. 47.) 





2.45-47 


‘The Bezan text of these verses differs in numerous details 
from that of the other witnesses; sometimes a reason for the 
alteration is apparent, but in other cases it is not clear what 
motivated the Western reviser. 

Tn νοῦ. 45 the reading “and as many as had possessions or 
goods sold them” (καὶ ὅσοι κτήματα εἶχον ἢ ὑπάρξεις ἐπί- 
πρασκον, D (syr#)) may have been introduced in order to 
avoid giving the impression that all Christians were property- 
own 

Codex Bezae has moved καθ᾽ ἡμέραν from ver. 46, where it 
described the attendance in the temple, to ver. 45 and attached 
it to the verb διεμέριζον, thus suggesting a daily distribution 
of the profits from the sale of property (compare ἐν τῇ 
διακονίᾳ τῇ καθημερινῇ in 6.1). The same manuscript height- 
ens the account of the early community of believers by in- 
serting πάντες before xpooxaprepoivres in ver. 46, and by 
declaring in the following verse that the believers had favor 
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with all the “world (not. merely with the Jewish “people”. 
On the other hand, it is not clear (a) why the scribe of codex 
Bezae rejected ὁμοθυμαδόν from one clause and inserted ἐπὶ 
τὸ αὐτό in the following clause (which then constitutes the 
second in a series of three instances of the same phrase within 
three verses); (b) why he moved κατ᾽ οἶκον from the phrase 
“breaking bread in their homes” to the previous clause, pro- 
ducing the curious description, “All were regular in attendance 
at the temple and in their homes [were] together’” (πάντες τε 
προσεκαρτέρουν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ καὶ κατ᾽ οἴκους ἂν ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό, 
where the word ἄν is an obvious corruption); or (c) why the 
phrase ἐν τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ was introduced in ver. 47. (Since the 
fast reading pussed into the Textus Receptus it happens that 
in the AV the earliest mention of the word “church” in the 
book of Acts is at this verse; in the other witnesses the word 
first appears at 5.11.) 





247—3.1 ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό. Πέτρος δέ [Β] 


The difficulty arises chiefly from the obscurity of the phrase 
ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό. Torrey explains it as a mistranslation of a Judean 
Aramaic word meaning “greatly,” and translates the recon- 
structed Greek text, “And the Lord added greatly day by day 
to the saved."* Although de Zwaan characterized this a 
“splendid observation,’ it has been rejected on linguistic 








*'It is possible, however, that thie last variant does not 

Ν ssible, 4 last vs not represent a 
deliberate heightening. Several scholars have conjectured that the reading 
of codex Bezae is due to a confusion between Npz “the world” and pp 
‘the people.” ©. C. Torrey, who was disposed to look favorably on this 
conjecture, pointed out also that “in popular Aramaie speech 29y is sor 
times used in ἃ looser way, exactly like the French fout le monde” ( 
‘ments of the Primitive Church, p. 145). 

® Moulton and Howard suggest that ἐν τῇ ἐκκλησί 

est that ἐν τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ may have crept 

into the text from δοίης originally ἃ margin ger written by a παῖς 
who recognized that this was the meaning of ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό (Grammar, 
τς p, 473), ᾿ μόνω ᾿ 

“5. Ὁ, Torrey, The Composition and Date of Act 

2 Υ, ion and Date of Acts, pp. 10-14. 

The Beginnings of Christianity, vol, tt, p. 55. 
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and exegetical grounds by F. C. Burkitt, M. Black,* and 
H. F. Ὁ. Sparks. 

“The phrase ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό, which is common enough in classical 
Greck and in the Septuagint, acquired a quasi-technical mean- 
ing in the carly church. This meuning, which is required in 
1.15; 2.1, 47; 1 Cor 11.20; 14.23, signifies the union of the 
Christian body, and perhaps could be rendered ‘in chureh 
fellowship.” Not pereeiving this special usage of the word 
in yer, 47, scribes attempted to rearrange the text, cither by 
moving the phrase to the following sentence (3.1) or by 
glossing it with an equivalent phrase, ἐν τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ. 

The Committee preferred to adopt the reading of p' 8 A 
BC Ὁ 81 1175 ite ve cop” arm eth al, 











3.1 Πέτρος δέ 
Haenchen observes (in loc.) that the seribe of codex Bezae 
regarded the absence of a connection as a deficiency and there- 
fore introduced ἐν δὲ ταῖς ἡμέραις ταύταις at the beginning 
of chap. 3 (the same phrase also appears in it? and cop), 
But there is also another (or 8. further) explanation of the 
origin of the words. Bengel, in the apparatus of his 1734 edition 
of the Greck Testament, suggests that the phrase may have 
heen borrowed from Greck lectionaries, which normally in- 
a lection with ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις. Wberhard 





troduc 
Nestle, who characterizes Bengel’s observation as “not un- 
sound,” qualifies it, however, by pointing out that the phrase 


could not have been borrowed from a separate Greek lec 
tionary (for lectionary manuseripts are more recent than the 


% Journal of Theological Studies, xx (1919), pp. 821 . 

* An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, pp. 9. 

F “The Semitistns of Acts,” Journal of Pheologizal Studies, N.S. 1 (1960), 
pp. 17-18. 

% For a collection of passages illustrating the meaning of the phrase in 
Thucydides, the Septuagint, and the Apostolic Fathers, see A.A. Vazakas, 
Journal of Biblical Literature, xxxvm (1918), pp. 106-108. 
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age of codex Bezae), but may have been written in the margin 
of the codex from which D was copied.* 


3.1. ἱερόν 

Not satisfied with the account that “Peter and John were 
going up to the temple at the hour of prayer, the ninth hour,” 
codex Bezae adds (after ἱερόν) yet another circumstantial 
detail: it was “toward evening” (τὸ δειλενόν, ad vesperum). 
The word δειλενός appears nine times in the Septuagint but 
nowhere else in the New Testament. 


3.2. τις 


Ropes argues (in loc.) that the addition of ἐδού (before rts) 
in D it? vg” syr? “may be original, since it is more Semitic 
On the other hand, however, in this instance as well as in the 
two others in Acts where codex Bezae introduces ἰδού (2 
18,47) the explanation may well be that it was a Jewish Chris- 
tian who prepared the Western text of Acts. 








3.8 λαβεῖν 


The presence οἵ λαβεῖν (p 8 A ΒΟ ΕΟ 88 81 614 1739 al) 
seems to overload the expression (... ἠρώτα ἐλεημοσύνην 
λαβεῖν) and so was omitted by Western and Byzantine wit- 
nesses (DP most minuscules). For other examples of the 
infinitive after ἐρωτᾶν, see Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 392, 1 (c). 






8. 





δ 


‘The usual text reads, “Seeing (ὃς ἰδών) Peter and John 
about to go into the temple, he [the lame man] asked... 
And Peter directed his gaze (ἀτενίσας) at him, with John, 
and said, ‘Look at us’ (βλέψον). And he fixed his attention 


Ὁ Bzpository Times, x1v (1902-03), p. 190. 
ΞΕ Ἴλιο “ninth hour” of the day was 8:00 p.m. 
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(ὁ δὲ ἐπεῖχεν) upon them....” Codex Besse rewrites the 
passage, using the verb ἀτενίζειν of the lame man: οὗτος 
ἀτενίσας τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς αὐτοῦ καὶ ἰδών... ἐμβλέψας δὲ ὁ 
Πέτρος εἰς αὐτὸν σὺν ᾿Ιωάνῃ καὶ εἴπεν' ᾿Ατένεισον εἰς ἡμᾶς. 
ὁ δὲ ἀτενείσας αὐτοῖς. ... 

‘These changes are especially curious in view of the fact 
that in stories of miracles it is usual to employ ἀτενίζειν of 
the person who effects the cure, Lake and Cadbury comment 
on this passage: “If it were not for general considerations it, 
would by tempting here to accept the Western text as original 
and regard the B-text as an accommodation to the typical 
vocabulary of a miraculous story.”* 








3.6 [ἔγειρε καὶ] περιπάτει {Dj 

It is difficult to decide whether the words ἔγειρε καί are 9 
gloss, introduced by copyists who were influenced hy such 
well-known passages as Mt 9.5; Mk 2.9; Lk 5.23; Jn 5.8, or 
were omitted in several witnesses as superfluous, since it is 
Peter himself who raises up the lame man (ver. 7). A majority 
of the Committee considered it, moré probable that the words 
were present originally; in deference, however, to the strong 
combination of witnesses that support the shorter reading 
ΩΝ B D cop), it was decided to enclose them within square 
brackets. 








3.8. περιεπάτει 


In periphrastie fashion the Bezan text adds after περιεπάτει 
the participle χαιρόμενος (which Ropes, on the basis of the 
testimony of it’, thinks may he for χαίρωζν καὶ éyad\d)- 
eves) and omits περιπατῶν καὶ ἀλλόμενος καί. Lake and 
Cadbury, however, are inclined to regard the omission as 
original, “for the Neutral text with its ‘walking and jumping’ 
seems intended to magnify the miracle.” 









* The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. τν, p. 33. 
4 Tid., p. 34. 
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8.1 


The two forms of text of this verse involve αὶ particularly 
difficult set of problems, some textual, some archaeological, 
Instead of the usual text codex Bezac reads ἐκπορευομένου δὲ 
τοῦ Πέτρου καὶ Ἰωάνου συνεξεπορεύετο κρατῶν αὐτούς, οἱ 
δὲ θαμβηθέντες ἔστησαν ἐν τῇ στοᾷ, ἡ καλουμένη Σολομῶνος, 
ἔκθαμβοι, which may be rendered as follows (the material in 
square brackets is not in D but is added here from the Alex- 
andrian text in order to make sense of the phraseology of 1D): 
“And as Peter and John went out, he went out with them, 
holding on to them; and [all the people ran together to them 
and] stood wondering in the portico that is called Solomon's, 
astounded.” 

‘The differences between the Alexandrian and Western texts 
involve the location of Solomon's portico. According to the 
‘Alexandrian text (a) Peter and John healed the laine man at 
the Beautiful gate; (6) they went into the temple (ver. 8); and 
(ὦ they became the center of a crowd that ran together to 
them in Solomon's portico. From this account the reader would 
conclude that Solomon's portico was inside the ἱερόν. On the 
other hand, according to the Western text the apostles (a) heal 
the lame man at the Beautiful gate, (Ὁ) they go into the temple, 
and then (6) the apostles and the healed man go out to 
Solomon's portico. This envisages the location of Solomon's 
portico outside the ἱερὸν (see however the Western text and 
the comments at 5.12). 

Commentators try in various ways to resolve the difficulty. 
Dibelius regards the Western text as an editorial attempt to 
cover up the seam left by Luke between his own work and the 
preceding narrative which he incorporated from an older 
sources According to F. F. Bruce, this is another instance 
where the Western text makes explicit what is implicit in the 








*M. Dibelius, “The ‘Text of Acts,” in his Studies in the Adts of the 
Apostles (New York, 1956), p. $5. 
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‘Alexandrian text, as if the readers could not be trusted to 
draw the correct inference for themselves.* On the other hand, 
after a painstaking analysis of the topographical evidence of 
the temple area, Kirsopp Lake concludes that. the Western 
text must be accepted as the original.” 

It may be conceded that Luke was less well acquainted 
with the topography of the temple than was the person who 
was responsible for the tradition embodied in codex Bezae. 
At the same time, however, even the most ardent proponent 
of the Western text would seareely be prepared to accept the 
wording of the text of D, as it stands, as the work of so careful 
an author as Luke. For, in addition to the need for identifying 
the “they” in ver. 11 in some such way as is done in the Alex- 
andrian text (enclosed in square brackets in the translation 
given above), the atrocious grammar of ἐν τῇ στοᾷ, ἡ καλου- 
μένη Σολομῶνος, reminds one of the solecisms perpetrated by 
the author of the Apocalypse. 

The least unsatisfactory text, therefore, seems to be that 
preserved in & A Β Ὁ 81 al. The reading κρατοῦντος δὲ τοῦ 
ἰαθέντος χωλοῦ (Ρ 8 most minuscules, followed by the Textus 
Receptus), which identifies the colorless αὐτοῦ of the earlier 
witnesses, is obviously a secondary development, probably 
connected with the fact that an ecclesiastical lection began at 


this pojnt. 
8.13 εὐσεβείᾳ 


The word εὐσεβείᾳ, which is, as Lake and Cadbury declare, 
“certainly the right reading," was taken as ἐξουσίᾳ in some 


* The Book of Acts, p. 106. 

> The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, p. 484. On somewhat different 
grounds Jean Duplacy comes to the same conclusion; see his contribution 
to Mémorial Gustave Bardy, entitled, “A propos d'une variante ‘occidental’ 
des Actes dee Apdtres (τι, 11),” Revue des études augustiniennes, 11 (1956), 
pp. 231-242, 

S The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1v, p. 35. 
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early versions (it"-, some manuscripts of the Vulgate, 
Peshitta, and the Armenian). Irenaeus omits ἢ εὐσεβείᾳ. ‘The 
word ἐξουσίᾳ seemed to scribes to be a more natural comple 
ment after δυνάμει in describing ἃ miracle (cf. Lk 4.36; 9.1). 





8.18 [ὁ Beds] ᾿Ισαὰκ καὶ [ὁ θεὸς} ᾿Ιακώβ [ΟἹ 


In the Hebrew of Ex 3.6, as well as in most of the manu- 
scripts of the Septuagint, the word “God” is repeated before 
Isaac and Jacob. This fuller form of the text appears in Mt 
22.82—Mk 12.26=1.k 20.37 and in certain witnesses of the 
present passage and of Ac 7.32, 

Ordinarily that form of Old Testament quotation which 
differs from the Septuagint is to be preferred, On the other 
hand, since it is conceivable that the shorter text may be the 
result of stylistic pruning, a majority of the Committee decided 
1o represent the balance of probabilities by retaining the words 
ὁ θεὸς in the text, enclosed within square brackets, 








3.14 ἠρνήσασθε 


In order to avoid the repetition of ἠρνήσασθε in two succes” 
sive clauses (ef. ver. 13), codex Bezac substitutes ἐβαρύνατε. 
This word, which appears in ΜΡ at 28.27 and in DH al at 
Lk 21.34, but nowhere else in Luke-Acts, is so manifestly 
inappropriate in the context (it means “weighed down, bur- 
dened, oppressed”) that many scholars have suspected some- 
thing other than an ordinary corruption, Among proposals 
that postulate a Syriac or Hebrew original, Chase? fol- 
lowed by Nestle and Blass," suggested that the error arose 
in Syriac where | okie. was corrupted into (or misread 


"BH Chase, The Old Syriac Blement in the Tezt of Codex Bezae, p. 38. 

™ Wherhard Nestle, Theolapische Studien und Kritiken, uxrx (1896), 
pp. 102 ff.; and Philologion Sacre (Berlin, 1896), pp. 40 f. 

OF, Blass, Philology of the Gospels (London, 1898), pp. 194. 
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as) _ohaaa, the former meaning ἠρνήσασθε, and the 
latter ἐβαρύνατε. Harris,* on the other hand, was inclined 
to describe the variant reading as a Latinizing error, related to 
Irenaeus’s quotation of 2.14 aggravastis et petistis virum homi- 
cidam. Ropes, without mentioning Harris, also took eBapivare 
‘as “a retranslation of the Latin gravastis [in it]. But why the 
Latin translation took this turn is not explained.”"* Yet an- 
other conjecture was offered by Torrey; rejecting Nestle’s 
suggestion that the confusion arose in Hebrew when ὈΠΊΘΞ, 
“you denied,” was copied as an73>, “you weighed down, 
oppressed,” he proposed that “the Aramaic editor rendered 
ἠρνήσασθε by PAITD, ‘you denied, declared false’... It was 
wrongly copied as, 9733, which could only be translated 
(vegarded as a Hebraism) by the Greek ἐβαρύνατε.᾽Ἡ 





3.16 


‘The text of the first part of ver, 16 is exceedingly awkward; 
literally it runs, “And by faith in his name has his name made 
this man strong, whom you behold and know." ‘The proposal 
of Burkitt! to place a colon before τοῦτον, thus taking the 
preceding words with ver. 15, only partly relieves the difficulty, 
for it is still awkward, as Bruce points out, “to have the genitive 
οὗ and the dative τῇ πίστει together dependent on μάρτυρές 
bauer." ; 

‘Torrey argued that the original Aramaic, in an unpointed 
text, was ambiguous, and that what was “originally intended 
was not TE ApH, ἐστερέωσε τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ, but ΠΡ APD. 








* Coder Bezae (Cambridge, 1891), pp. 162 

2 The Test of Acts, p. 2. 

Ἂν Documents of the Primitive Church, p. 145. 1 is however, aw P. F. 
Bruce points out, “by no means certain that kubbadtin could mean 
ἐβαρύνατε. One might think rather of the Aphel “akibedtin” (The Adis 
of the Apostles, p. 109). 

© Journal of Theological Studies, xx (1919), pp. 824 1, 

© The Acts of the Apostles, p. 110. 
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ὑγιῆ ἐποίησεν (or κατέστησεν) αὐτόν. ‘The meaning, there- 
fore, is “and by faith in his name he [either Ἰησοῦς or 6 θεός! 
has made whole this man whom you sec and know.” The 
difficulty with this suggestion, however, as with so many 
explanations that postulate a misunderstanding of an Aramaic 
original, is how one ean explain psychologically that such a 
misunderstanding could ever have arisen, 

‘These proposals do not relieve the redundancy that remains 
when one continues with the second part of ver. 16: “and the 
faith which is through him [Jesus] has given him [the cripple] 
this perfect health in the presence of you all.” Following a 
suggestion made by his father, C. F. D. Moule refers to several 
passages in Acts which seem to preserve alternative drafts of 
the same sentence, He writes: “If it is conceivable that the 
writer of the Acts really did leave his work unrevised, and that 
each of these passages represents several different attempts to 
say the same thing, which were eventually copied collectively 
instead of the alternatives being struck out, it would offer a 
more plausible explanation of these passages (I suggest) than 
either the hypothesis of intolerably bad mistranslation, or that 
of an unaccountable conflation of simpler texts; and it might 
throw an extremely interesting light on the writer's style and 
sensitiveness to alternative possibilities in idiom. 

In the present passige Moule, using Westcott and Hort’s 
text, suggests that the three drafts of the sentence whieh were 
combined wore: 

(ὦ) τῇ πίστει τοῦ ὀνόματος αὐτοῦ [οὗτος ἐσώθη---οὐ equiva 
lent, this alternative being defective} 

(Ὁ) τοῦτον... ἐστερέωσεν τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ. 

(0) ἡ πίστις ἡ δι’ αὐτοῦ lor τοῦ ὀνόματος αὐτοῦ] ἔδωκεν 
αὐτῷ τὴν ὁλοκληρίαν ταύτην... 








¥ The Composition and Dale of Acts, γι. 16. For objections against 
‘Torrey’s proposal, see Max Wileox, The Semitisms of Acts (Oxfonl, 1965), 
pp. 1448. 

15 Bapository Times, wxv (1954), p. 220, 


‘TUE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 313 


Interesting though this suggestion is, it leaves the modern 
editor in a quandry: shall he assume that the last of the three 
rival drafts best represents the intention of the author, or— 
since apparently the author could not make up his mind—must 
he not reproduce the several clauses, redundant though they 
are? In the latter ease, much ean be said in favor of punctuating 
(with Lachmann, followed by Blass) by placing colon after 
ἐστερέωσεν (omitting, of course, the comma after τὸ ὄνομα 
αὐτοῦ). 





3.16 ἐπί 


Despite Ropes’s opinion that “the shorter of the two ancient 
readings is to be preferred to the common phrase with ἐπί,» 
the Committee was unanimous in considering the absence of 
ἐπί (8* B 81 385 463) to be an instance of Alexandrian pruning 
of prepositions. 


B.16 ὃν θεωρεῖτε καὶ οἴδατε 


‘The Greck (but not the Latin) text of codex Bezwe omits 
ὅν before θεωρεῖτε and adds ὅτι after οἴδατε, so as to read, 
“And by faith in his name you behold this (man) and know 
that his name has made him strong... ."” 


3.17 


‘The Western text (DE ith cop) introduces several 
changes: it (a) expands ἀδελφοί into the more usual expression 
ἄνδρες ἀδελφοί, (6) accommodates the verb to the plural 
(ἐπιστάμεθα for οἶδα) in harmony with the preceding ἡμεῖς 
(ver, 15), and (6) adds πονηρόν after ἐπράξατε in order to 
express the idea that, though the Jews' part in bringing about 
‘Jesus’ death'was done in ignorance, it was nevertheless a crime. 
By inserting μέν in ver. 17 a sharper contrast is afforded 
between the act of the Jews over against the purpose of God, 
expressed in ver. 18. ‘The heightened emphasis in the D-text 
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is apparent: “We know that you, on the one hand, did a wicked 
ding in ignorance ..., but, on the other hand, God... ful- 
filled [his purpose] 





3.19 εἰς 





Despite Ropes's declaration that ‘the only ground of decision 
{between πρὸς (Ν B) and εἰς (all other witnesses)] is the rela- 
tive value ascribed to the opposing groups [of witnesses 
a majority of the Committee was impressed by the fact that, 
except for Ik 18.1, the construction of πρὸς 76 with infinitive 
is not found elsewhere in Luke-Acts. 





8.20 τὸν... Χριστόν, ᾿Ιησοῦν 


On the basis of the combination of Alexandrian and Western 
witnesses (δ BD E syr® cop), the Committee preferred the 
sequence Χριστὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν. The alternative sequence, [Ἰησοῦν 
Χριστόν (pA CW most minuseules vg syr” cop cth, fol- 
Jowed by the Textus Receptus), seems to have arisen as an 
adaptation to the somewhat more usual appellation (in the 
New Testament Ἰησοῦς Χριστός occurs 152 times, and X, 
στὸς ‘Ingots 107 times). In any case, the copyists who in- 
troduced the sequence Ἰησοῦν Χριστόν failed to perceive that 
here τὸν... Χριστόν means “the Messiah.” 











8.21 ἀπ᾽ αἰῶνος αὐτοῦ προφητῶν [6] 

Variation in wording seems to have been occasioned by the 
possibility of taking τῶν ἀγίων as a noun followed by an 
appositive. The omission of ἀπ᾽ αἰῶνος in the Western text 
may be either accidental or the result of asking whether 





For antiJudaistic tendencies in codex D, see P. H. Monoud in the 
Bulletin of the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Socictas, 1 (1951), p. 24, 
and Eldon Jay Epp, The Theologica Tendency of Codex Bezat Canta 
brigiensis in Acts (Cambridge, 1966), pp. 41 fl. 

® The Test of Acts, p. 30. 
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prophets actually existed from the beginning. A majority of 
the Committee preferred, as the least unsatisfactory reading, 
that attested by ρ 8* A B* C 81 1739 its, 


3.22 εἶπεν (B} 


The Committee regarded the several additions before or 
after εἶπεν as natural expansions to the text, made by scribes 
who may have recollected the phrase ὁ θεὸς τῶν πατέρων 
in yer. 13. 


3.22 θεὸς ὑμῶν [0] 

The quotation is from Dt 18.151, (where the Septuagint 
reads 6 θεός σου) and Ly 23,29. It appears that the Alexandrian 
text, with its usual tendency toward parsimoniousness, has 
climinated the pronoun after e6s. In view of the interchange 
of ἡμῶν and ὑμῶν through itacism it is difficult to decide 
between the two chief readings; a majority of the Committee, 
however, judged that external evidence seems to support ὑμῶν. 


3.22 ὡς ἐμέ 

By altering ὡς ἐμέ to ὡς ἐμοῦ codex Bezae construcs the 
phrase, not with ἀναστήσει, but with ἀκούσεσθε (“to him 
‘as to me You shall hearken ...”). 


3.25 ὑμῶν [0] 
A majority of the Committee considered it probable that the 


second person pronoun ὑμῶν has been conformed to the general 
usage of Acts in referring to “our fathers.” 


8.36 ὑμῶν 
‘The more difficult reading is the plural pronoun, which B 


omits, probably for stylistic reasons. The singular αὐτοῦ (δ 88 
24] 257 322 323 915) is a scribal conformation to the preceding 
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ἕκαστον. Both external evidence and internal considerations 
strongly favor ὑμῶν. 


4“1-ἃ 


In these verses codex Bezae makes a number of modifications 
for reasons that are not always clear. The addition of τὰ 
ῥήματα ταῦτα in ver. 1 was probably made in the interest 
of fullness of expression in accord with the Semitic love for 
cognate nccusatives. The absence of καὶ ὁ στρατηγὸς τοῦ ε- 
poi must be due to seribal idiosynerasy, for other Western 
witnesses have the words. In ver. 2 the modification of καταγ- 
γέλλειν ἐν τῷ Ἰησοῦ τὴν ἀνάστασιν τὴν ἐκ νεκρῶν into 
ἀναγγέλλειν τὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν ἐν τῇ ἀναστάσει ἐκ νεκρῶν is curious, 
to say the least. In ver. 3, after altering ἐπέβαλον into ἐπιβα-. 
λόντες the seribe of D, as Haenchen remarks, overlooked the 
need of omitting καί before ἔθεντο (w subsequent corrector has 
deleted the superfluous word). In ver. 4 the addition of “also” 
in the sentence “and the number also of the men came to be 
about five thousand” (kal ἀριθμός τε ἐγενήθη ἀνδρῶν ὡς 
χιλιάδες δ) was probably intended to heighten the point of 
the statement, though it does so at the expense of good 
literary style. 


4.1 ἱερεῖς [0] 


‘The word ἱερεύς occurs 81 times in the New Testament; the 
word ἀρχιερεὺς occurs 122 times, It is more likely that seribes 
would have substituted the more frequently used word for the 
other than vice versa, especially since in this instance the 
modification was also in the interest of heightening the serious 
ness of the persecution.! 





‘The reason given in the Appendix of the NEB Greek text for pri 
ferring ἀρχιερεῖς (namely, that “action by superior officfuls seems to be 
indicated”) is exactly why eopyists would bave been likely to alter ἱερεῖς 
to ἀρχιερεῖς! 
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4.4. [ds] 

It is difficult to decide whether the passage originally stated 
that the number of the believers was five thousand (p 8 A 
81 vg cop™* eth) and copyists added ὡς (B D 0165 1611) 
or ὡσεί (E P most minuscules), on the pattern of 2.41; or 
whether the qualifying word (which seems to be a favorite 
of Luke when referring to. numbers) was dropped by scribes 
for who the number 5000 had become a firmly fixed tradition, 

Τὸ reflect the dubicty in the interpretation of the evidence 
the Committee preferred to retain ὡς, which is supported by 
B and D, but to enclose the word within square brackets. 





“5 


‘According to Chase the addition in codex Bezae of ἡμέραν 
after τὴν αὔριον seems to reflect, Semitic usage; “the Syriac 
Vulgate has τόν ἐν τό σέβο οαδ ὁ, where the word ‘day’ 
is necessary.” According to Harris the Greek side of Berae 
was assimilated to the Bezan Latin, crastinum diem* (but 
compare σήμερον ἡμέρα in Ac 20.26; Ro 11.8; 2 Cor 3.14). 


4.2. Ἰωάννης [ΟἹ 

Both,John and Alexander are unknown, Codex Bezac, in 
substituting Jonathan for John, agrees with information given 
by Josephus, who says that Jonathan, son of Annas, was 
appointed high priest in a.p. 36 in succession to Caiaphas 
(Antiquities xvim.iv.3). 

Either the reading of Bezae is a correction of Luke, in accord 
with what may be historical fact, or scribes substituted the 
familiar name Ἰωάννης for the less familiar ᾿Ιωναθάς. A 
majority of the Committee was impressed by the former 








28. H. Chase, The Old Syrine Element in the Text of Codex Bezne 


(London, 1893), p. 43. 
41. Rendel Harris, Coder Bezae, p. 91. 
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possibility, when considered in the light of the 
preponderan 
of external evidence. 


4.8 πρεσβύτεροι {C} 


‘The addition of the words τοῦ Ἰσραήλ was probably made 
in the interest of symmetry and balance with the preceding 
τοῦ λαοῦ. The shorter text is supported by a diversified group 
of witnesses (p 8 A B 0165 629 1175 (it®) vg cop** eth 
Cyril Fulgentius), 


4.10 ὑγιής [ΑἹ 


After ὑγιής, several Western witnesses, including ἘῚ τ 
γῆς Cyprian Bede, add καὶ ἐν ἄλλῳ οὐδενί. The words are 
obviously an intrusion from ver. 12, (See also the comments 
on ver. 12.) 


4.12 καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν ἄλλῳ οὐδενὶ ἡ σωτηρία {A} 


The opening clause xal.. . σωτηρία is lacking in certain 
Old Latin witnesses (it* Irenaeus Rebaptism Cyprian Prisvillian 
Augustine). Several witnesses (D it?) omit ἡ σωτηρία, 
probably beeause the word scemed pleonastic before ἐν ᾧ δεῖ 
σωθῆναι ἡμᾶς. Kilpatrick (following A. C. Clark) argues that 
the words καὶ ἐν ἄλλῳ οὐδενί were original in yer. 10, but that 
after they had been accidentally omitted from that verse they 
were later inserted erroneously into ver, 12, with the addition 
of οὐκ ἔστιν in order to make the insertion construe; but it 
construed with so little sense that ἡ σωτηρία was subsequently 
added, producing the current printed text.* Although each of 
these steps is possible, the combination of all of them appeared 
to the Committee to be highly improbable. 








+G. D. Kilpatrick, “An Eelectle Study of the Text of Acts,””in Biblical 
and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, edited by J. Neville 
Birdsall and Robert W. Thomson (Freiburg, 1963), pp. 68 
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413-16 


‘The Western text, preserved most fully in it" and cop%", re- 
writes the account, emphasizing the perplexity of the Sanhedrin: 


“Now when they all heard the firmness of Peter and John, 
convinced that they were uneducated and common men, 
they were amazed; (14) but seeing the lame man standing 
with them, cured, they could make no opposition in deed 
or word (cop omits: in deed or word). But some of them 
recognized that they had been with Jesus. (Then they 
talked with each other [eop®]).”” 


Codex Bezae stands between the full-blown Western form 
of text and the text of most of the old uncials. The scribe of 
D omits καὶ ἐδεῶται (ver. 13), perhaps because the double 
expression ἀγράμματοί εἰσιν καὶ ἰδιῶται seemed to depreciate 
the apostles too much. In order to heighten the Sunhedrin’s 
inability to cope with the situation, D inserts ποιῆσαι # after 
εἶχον, “they had nothing 0 do or say in opposition” (ver. 14. 
For the more neutral, “When they [the Sanhedrin} commanded 
them to go aside (ἀπελθεῖν) out of the council,” Bezwe sub- 
stitutes a more picturesque word, “,.. commanded that. they’ 
should be led (ἀπαχθῆναι) out of the council” (ver, 15). In- 
stead of saying simply that “it is clear” (φανερόν) that a 
notablessign had been performed through the apostles, D en- 
ances the account by using the comparative φανερότερον 
(for φανερώτερον) in the elative sense, “it is all too clear’ 
(ver. 16). 








4.18 καὶ καλέσαντες αὐτούς 

Several Western witnesses (D itt syr™* cop? Lucifer) 
expand the text by replacing καὶ καλέσαντες αὐτοὺς with the 
circumstantial clause συγκατατιθεμένων δὲ αὐτῶν πάντων 
(om. πάντων D it® sy) τῇ γνώμῃ (om. τῇ γνώμῃ ites 
Lucifer) φωνήσαντες αὐτοὺς (“And when they all had agreed 
to the decision, having called them... .”) 
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4.18 τὸ καθόλου 


‘The Alexandrian omission (only 8* B) of τό in the expression 
παρήγγειλαν τὸ καθόλου μὴ φθέγγεσθαι was perhaps a pre- 
cautionary measure, lest the reader suppose that the article 
was to be taken with the infinitive (compare Blass-Debrunne: 
Funk, § 399, 3). 





4.19. ὁ δὲ Πέτρος καὶ ᾿Ἰωάννης ἀποκριθέντες εἶπον 


The reading of D ite syr Lucifer, ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ Πέτρος 
καὶ ἸΙωάνης εἶπον, which Kilpatriek® prefers to the ordinary 
text, is rather to be regarded as an alteratich made in the 
interest of enhancing the position of Peter as chief speaker.® 


4.38. γεγόνει 


Manuscripts B and D unite in attesting γεγόνει, whereas 
all other witnesses read ἐγεγόνει. According to Moulton- 
Howard, in the New ‘Testament the augment of the pluperfe 
is usually dropped (Grammar, p. 190). They go on to comment 
that “in Attic writets the temporal augment is omitted, but 
not the syllabic, MSS and edd, notwithstanding (see δ. 9. 
Tilsehendorf] on Ac 4”. .).” In the light of the evidence that 
they produce to substantiate their dictum, it appears that 
ἐγεγόνει is. the result, of the Atticistic revival in the early 
Christian centuries? 





4.24. ἀκούσαντες 


After ἀκούσαντες D and cop? add καὶ ἐπιγνόντες τὴν τοῦ 
θεοῦ ἐνέργειαν (“And when they heard it, and recognized the 
working of God...”), » clause which Harris was inclined at 


» Ibid. p. 00. 

Cf. Joseph Crehan, S.J., “Peter According to the D-Text of Acts, 
Theological Studies, x11 (1957), pp. 596-868 

* Kor further information on the phuperfect see Blass Debrunner-Funk 
$66 (1), and P, Chantraine, Histoire du parfait grec (Paris, 1927). 
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first to explain 85 ἃ Montanist gloss but which he subsequently 
deseribed as “either a part of the primitive Greek text of the 
‘Acts or an extremely early Greck expansion, with a strong 
balance of probability in favour of the former.”* The use of 
ἐνέργεια here, as Blass had earlier observed, is in accord with 
the account of the interposition of divine providence in 3 Mace 
4.21, with which Harris compares a similar usage in 3 Mace 5.12, 
98 and 2 Macc 3.29. Against Harris's strong preference for 
regarding the clause as original is the fact Luke nowhere else 
uses ἐνέργεια (in the New Testament the word appears only 
in Paul). 


4.24 of 18] 


‘The shortest form of text appears to be the oldest; the 
‘additions were doubtless made in the interest of heightening 
the apostles’ reverence in prayer. If one of the longer expressions 
were original, no scribe would have abbreviated it, 


4.25 ὁ τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου στόματος 
“Δαυὶδ παιδός σου εἰπών {Dj 


“The text of this verse is in ἃ very confused state. The reading 
of the old uncials is anomalous both grammatically (how is 
the phrase τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν to be construed?) and theo- 
logically (where else does God speak through the Holy Spirit?). 
Many attempts have been made to account for the confusion 
in the manuscripts. On his theory of a written Aramaic source 
Torrey reconstructed the text as follows: DDO RNBK "7 7 
sex 379 TTT ReTIP Ἵ ΚΠΥῚ which means, “That which our 
father, thy servant David, said by (or, by the command of) 
the Holy Spirit.” According to Torrey, this clear statement 
became chaotic when “the * of 871 was lengthened into 1 





11. Rendel Harris, Codex Bezae, p. 182. ¥ 
+ "Two Important Glosses in the Codex Berae,” Expositor, Sixth 
Series, τὶ (1900), p- 399. 
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(perhaps the most common of all accidents in -Aramaic 
manuscripts, and here made especially easy ἔρος peer 
context) [and] the whole passage was ruined. XN3X “T es 
was of necessity ὁ τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν, and every other part of 
our Greek text followed inevitably; there is no other way it 
which ἃ faithful translator would have been likely to render 
Objections to this superficially attractive proposal ean be 
made on psychological and grammatical grounds. According 
to Lake and Cadbury, “It is hard to believe that a writer of 
Luke's general ability would have produced what ‘Torre 
Fly elle un Sncherent jumble of wordy and. καὶ BR 
jor ‘said it’) is regarde me authoritie 
for ‘aid 10) is regarded as harsh by some authorities on 
μι aeantng τὸ κα ntereting theory fmt proposed by HL. W 





“the words as we have them contain traces of three or 
more alternative ways of writing the sentence, any one 
of which could introduce the quotation ἕνα τέ x.t.d. Thus: 


1, ὁ διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου εἰπών 
2. ὁ διὰ στόματος Δανεὶδ [τοῦ] παιδός σου εἰπών 
8, ὁ διὰ στόματος τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν Δαυεὶδ εἰπών. 


[Luke] knew his own marks for deletion or addition, but 
one of the earliest copyists misunderstood them, cont 
bined words which were really alternative, and thereby 
sowed the seed of confusion for alltime, Some auch theory 
as this is pethaps both simpler and less unli 

those generally put forward.””!? ἘΝ i 


However the variant readin it is widely agreed 
β igs arose, it is widely 

that (a) the more complicated readings could seareely have 

arisen through additions to the simpler text of 049 056 0142 

and most minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus (for 








* CC. Torrey, Phe Composition and Date of A. 

ὃ , ni es, pp. 171. 

4 The Bepintings of Christianity, vol. x, pp. 46h. 
Expository Times, ut (1989-40), p. 396. 
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no adequate reason can be assigned why it should have been 
glossed so ineptly), and (Ὁ) the earliest attainable text appears 
to be that attested by p* & A B E 88 al. What the author 
wrote originally and what kind of textual corruption was 
responsible for the multiplication of variant readings arc 
questions that have been answered variously. Lachmann’ 
traced all the trouble to the addition of the word πνεύματος 
(though surely ἁγίου is involved too, for to leave it in the 
text, as Lachmann does, results in the utterly unlikely ex- 
pression διὰ ἁγίου στόματος Δανείδ). Westeott and Hort, 
who marked the passage with an obelus indicating the presence 
of a primitive error, made two different suggestions con- 
corning the origin of the error. According to Westeott, “a 
confusion of lines ending successively with Ata Bad Ata may 
have brought πνεύματος ἁγίου too high up, and caused the 
loss of one διά." According to Hort, “if τοῦ πατρός is taken 
as a corruption of τοῖς πατράσιν, the order of words in {the 
W-H] text presents no difficulty, David (or the mouth of 
David) being represented as the mouth of the Holy Spirit.” 

Recognizing that the reading of p" 8 A B I al is unsatisinc- 
tory, the Committee nevertheless considered it to be closer to 
what the author wrote originally than any of the other extant 
forms of text. 


487 ὧν τῇ πόλει ταύτῃ... λαοῖς 


Because it is not represented in the passage from Ps 2, 
which the author just quoted, the phrase ἐν τῇ πόλει ταύτῃ 
is omitted by P $ 1 69 462 al and the Textus Receptus. 

Not noticing that λαοῖς Ἰσραήλ is plural because of paral- 
lelistn with Ps 2.1 f., some witnesses (including Εἰ 3 326 Hilary 
Augustine Theophylact) read λαὸς Ἰσραήλ, The Peshitta has 
magogue {or, assembly [J£33]) of Israel.” 








1 See pp. viif of the Preface to vol. 11 of his second edition (Berlin, 
1850). 
Ὁ “Notes on Select Readings,” p. 92. 
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4.28 βουλή [σου] 


The word βουλή without gov is read by A* BE 945 
1704 1739 its vg" al, whereas βουλή σοὺ is read by Ν' A? 
D ἘΝ ΡΨ Byz al. In order to represent the balance of ex- 
ternal evidence it was decided to include gov in the text but 
to enclose it within square brackets. 





4.30 τὴν χεῖρά [σου ἐκτείνειν σε 


Instend of τὴν χεῖρά σου, read by p* (ἐκτείνειν before 
τὴν χεῖρά gov) 8 D&E ΡΨ and most minuscules, a few 
witnesses have merely χεῖρα (p"* A (but σε ἐκτείνειν) B 1175 
it®'* Lucifer). It is difficult to determine whether the pronoun, 
which suits the character of the dietion of prayer, was deleted 
by Atticizing copyists as superfluous with parts of the body, 
or was added from verses 27 and 29. In order to represent. the 
balanee of evidence and of probabilities, the Committee re- 
tained the word but enclosed it within square brackets. 


4.31 


At the end of the verse codex Bezae und some other wit- 
nesses (including ἘΣ, certain Greek manuscripts known to 
Bede, yg! %™ cop Irenaetis Kphraem Augustine) add, a little 
naively but conformably to the spirit of the recital, παντὶ τῷ 
θέλοντι πιστεύειν (“to every one who wished to believe”). 
According to Rendel Harris, 


“ts origin is evidently an attempt to assimilate the 
fulfilment of the prayer to the prayer itself which is in v. 29 
μετὰ πάσης παρρησίας λαλεῖν τὸν λόγον cov 

cum βαμοία omni loqui—verbum = tuum. 

Hence we expect naturally the addition of πάσης, and a 
number of MSS. show it. (For example, the Gigas reads 
loquebantur verbum dei cum omni fiducia.) This is the 
eause of the omni at the beginning of the gloss; but this 
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i livis has been 
wparated from fiducia by the line division ; 
seed az a dative, and turned back into Greek as παντί 
with the result that it has itself become the subject of 
expansion, in order to limit the extravagance of the state- 


ment and to round off the sentence.”"* 


tions about the validity of 
ithe one may have reservat ἘΣ 
eee in Harris's ingenious theory, the words never- 
theless are obviously an accretion to the text, 


4.38 μία , 

After μία several Western witnesses DE ged fase 
Ambrose) add καὶ οὐκ ἦν διάκρισις (χωρισμὸς E) aa ἐν 
οὐδεμία (τις Ἐ) (“and there was no quarrel helgsent ae 
all” (“and there was not any division among them, ἢ 4 
‘According to A. C. Clark, the shorter text was pene 
the accidental omission of a stichos, facili ted by the en τὴ 
οἵ μία at the end of successive stichoi.® On the oe Mi 4 
since such an explanation fails to account for the reading of M8, 
it is more likely that the Western reading is an ertareion οἱ τ 
original text, made in the interest οἵ emphasizing the unity 


of the primitive church. 








4.38 πῆς ἀναστάσεως τοῦ κυρίου ᾿Ἰησοῦ 10] 
j ings, that supported by φὴ 
the four major variant, readings, ᾿ : 
otk century) ΡΨ 049 056 0142 ite* a i Ls 4, We 
‘i the order 

the origin of the others. In 5 

δι τοῦ phrase is reversed, perhaps in order to comet τοῦ 
κυρίου Ἰησοῦ with οἱ ἀπόστολοι (90 Ropes); it should be 
noted, moreover, that Luke never joins “the apostles” as a 
faed title with a genitive (Haenchen). The other two variant 





\ Pour Lectures on the Western Text of the N 


1894), pp- 89. 
2 The Acs of the Apostles, p. xxiv. 


‘an Testament (London, 
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readings are characterized by the natural addition of Χριστοῦ. 
Although agreeing that the sequence of Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ 
κυρίου (in 8 A al) is unusual, the Committee disagreed with 
Tischendorf’s view (in loc.) that this reading could account 


for the rise of the other variant readings (what seribe would 
have eliminated Xpiorod?). 


4.86 Ἰωσήφ 


The Textus Receptus, following P V 1 33 69 326 440 522 
623 920 1611 1827 al, reads ᾿Ιωσῆς, a spelling that reflects the 
tendeney to replace ἃ non-Greek ending (-6) with one more 
congenial to Byzantine scribes. 


4.Δ7 πρὸς τοὺς πόδας 


The Textus Receptus, following p*"* A B D P Ψ and most 
minuscules, reads παρὰ τοὺς πόδας, whereas E 36 94 180 
307 327 453 1884 al read πρὸς τοὺς πόδας. Since παρὰ τοὺς 
πόδας is the more urbane expression, and since there is no 
fluctuation of witnesses in 4.35 and 5.2, where παρὰ τοὺς 
πόδας appears, it is altogether probable that in 4.37 the 
original reading was πρὸς τοὺς πόδας, which scribes altered 
80 as to bring it into harmony with the adjacent passages 4.35 
and 5.2, It should also be observed that the same tendency to 
alter the less elegant expression appears in 5.10, where πρός 


(8 A B D) is replaced in various witnesses by παρά or ἐπέ 
or ὑπό. 


ὅ.8 ὁ Πέτρος, ‘Avavia 


Instead of ὁ Πέτρος, ‘Avavia codex Bezae reads Πέτρος 
πρὸς ‘Avaviay. Did πρός come from partial dittography of 
Πέτρος, or is the commonly received reading the result of 
accidental omission of the preposition and of the final ν (perhaps 
written as a horizontal line over the final a) of ‘Avaviav? 

In view of the tendency of the Western text to expand 
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filled out the 
ii it i ble that the scribe of Ὁ 
ety 's probatvjentally or deliberately (compare the 
feito by E 321 syre? wi * cop™ eth al of πρὸς αὐτόν 
nse 
before or after Iérpos). 


5.3 ἐπλήρωσεν ἴ0] 
ἂς τὴν καρδίαν σου 
ion ἐπλήρωσεν ὁ Σατανᾶς τὴν καρδίαν σι 

sine μακῖον, τὸ involve aa inappropriate use of the νοῦ 
STIL” it has been argued that the original text read either 
τὸ all 

ua een ATE 

ἑπήρωσενν δ cable, however, that the reuding ἐπήρωσεν 
μας κα, amtned?) arose through accidental omission a 
(ace Nipwoe. In codex Sitaitieus (fol. 102, col. α οἱ ne 
Foe eretamment) the lines are arranged as follows (spnees are 
eft between the words here): 


awania AtaTi ἘπῊ 
PWCEN ὁ CATANAC 
THN καρδιὰν COY 
yeycacBal ce TO 
WHA TO ἅγιον καὶ 


i itacism and correetion 

Tron tee st that above all others 
ane 16 eo eieny ‘suited, ἐπείρασεν (“tempted”), 

to have been generally overlooked, as 

ὡς iy abe out? is that the expression “to fill ne 

ey isa Hebraism that means “to dare (to ge are 

Thus, in Ec 8.11: 37 nivy? 073 πω 32 a Ὁ, es 

tuogint translates literally: ἐπληροφορήθη καρδία, 





» Recherches de science religiouse, 





1 80, 6. κ., Adbémar d’Alts, “Actes, V. 8; 








‘ 5, 3," ibid, pp. 4141. ὁ 
ae δι 8: ἐπλήρωσεν ou 
Air lb, Bemis a nan 
Sat ge sy pp. 300 ὅν; 
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ἀνθρώπου ἐν αὐτοῖς τοῦ ποιῆσαι τὸ πονηρόν. In 

οφορήθη καρδία. ...., Aquila. employs patentee ΤΙΝ 
gate translates... absque timore ullo filit hominum perpetrant 
mata, Again, in Est 7.5 the Hebrew reads x>3-72R ee 
1p nivy> ἸῺ which the Septuagint renders Τίς οὗτος, bore 

ἐτόλμησε ποιῆσαι τὸ πρᾶγμα τοῦτο; and the Vulgate, Quis 
est tele τὸν ut haee audeat facere?* The combination, therefore, of 
superior external attestation and the possibility of explaining 

the idiom in terms of Semitizing Greek led the Committ: δὰ 
prefer the reading ἐπλήρωσεν. zi 


54-5 τὸ πρᾶγμα tobro ... πεσών 


pan mist te make the account in ver. 4 more vivid, codex 
Besse reudk ποιῆσαι πονηρὸν τοῦτο, and to heighten the 
dramatic effect in ver, 5 it inserts before πεσών the adverb 
παραχρῆμα (from yer. 10). 


58-10 


Codex Bezae alters ver. 8 by replacing ἀπεκρίθη with εἶπεν 
and by rephrasing Peter's inquiry, ἐπερωτήσω σε εἰ ἄρα τὸ 
χωρίον τοσούτου ἀπέδοσθε (“Ἱ will ask you if indeed you sold 
the land for s0 much”). In view of the use of the interrogative 
prelix ἐρωτήσω ὑμᾶς in Lk 203, C. A. Phillips argued that 
the reading of codex Bezue in ver. 8 preserves a genuine Lukan 
trait.* Cop®* reads, “Peter said to her, I asked you about th 
sale. Did you sell the garden for this money?” 5 

In ver. 9 the expression τὸ πνεῦμα κυρίου, which, apart from 
Old Parnes eiactstOhs is very rare in the New Testament, 
is replaced in p* 1522 1838 sion 
HEM Coe hee ee 
i In ver. 10 the Greek text of codex Bezae adds συνστείλαντες 
(“having wrapped her up”), derived from ver. 6. 








+ These examples are cited by Girard, ibid., p. 3 
: irard, ibid., p. 311. 
Bulletin ofthe Bezan Club, vis (1980), pp. 23 
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5.12) ἅπαντες 

After ἅπαντες several witnesses add ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ (D 42 
cop eth al). This is clearly an interpolation (which even 
Blass refused to admit into his Roman text of Acts), for ac- 
cording to the Wester text of 3.11 Solomon’s portico was 
outside τὸ ἱερόν. 





5.18 


‘The ordinarily reccived text is difficult to interpret because 
κολλᾶσθαι (meaning “to join”) seems to be inappropriate in 
the context (contrast ver, 14), and because the identity of 
τῶν λοιπῶν is not disclosed. Among the attempts to clarify 
the verse, several conjectures may be mentioned, Pallis emended 
κολλᾶσθαι αὐτοῖς to κωλῦσαι αὐτούς, and adopted A, Hilgen- 
feld’s emendation of λοιπῶν to Λευειτῶν, producing thereby 
the sentence, “And of the Levites none dared to prevent them 
from holding meetings in the Temple precinets|.* 

‘Torrey conjectured that the original Aramaic was 8D, 
“the elders,” which was misread as ΚΟΥ, “the rest,” the 
meaning being, “of the elders no one dared join himself to them; 
nevertheless the common people magnified them, . - multi- 
tudes both of men and women.’” 

Without resorting to an Aramaic original, Dibelius con- 
jectured that τῶν δὲ λοιπῶν came from τῶν ἀρχόντων, He 
writes, “The number of letters is the same, and the changé 
at least from A to A and from X to A, are easily understood. 
“Of the leaders no one dared join them, but the people made 
much of them, and more believers than ever were won for the 
Lord’ Thus the sentence becomes intelligible.”* Against this 
proposal, however, is the disappearance of the connecting 
particle. 


* Alex. Pallis, Notes on St Luke and the Acts (London, 1928), pp. 54-65, 
©. C. Torrey, Documents of the Primitive Church, p. 96; compare 

idem, Bzpository Times, πανὶ (1934-35), pp. 428 f 
<M. Dibelits, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles (New York, 1956), p. 91 
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5.15 
At the end of the 
a verse codex Bezue adds ἀπηλλά 
At the end of the verse codes adds ἀπηλλάσσοι 
γὰρ ἀπὸ πάσης ἀσθενείας ὧς εἶχεν ἕκαστον αὑτῶν (“for rite 
re being set free from every sieknoss, such as each of them 


had”). A similar stat i σης 
᾿ 8 fement (καὶ ῥυσθῶσιν ἀπὸ πάσης ἀ 
νείας ἧς εἶχον) is read by Kites vy conf Lucier “ie 


5.16 ᾿Ιερουσαλήμ [0] 


Not observing that πέριξ, ἢ 

ο t governs "lepovrahqu,? 
conyits understood τῶν πέριξ πόλεων as “the aurroundting 
ies” and therefore added εἰς or ἐν before "Ἱερουσαλήμ. id 





BAT ἀναστάς 


το νοις of ἀναστάρ 7 haw “Annas,” which Delay” 
8s," was inclined to aceopt as original, Bu 
ἀνήστημι, shih i a favorite Lakan word (out of gic 
6 New Testament, 26 appear in the thit 1 
in the Ὁ ᾿ © third Gospel 
tnd 45 in Ae) n this pmsnge refs the wage of Sep fet 
, where it is often little more than a vopula.2 Fy 
more, as Lake and Cadbury poi ἐξα ate 
ι ει ry point out, “no reviser or se 
ee pila to the aseription of the high priesthood 
Annas, but ἀναστάς may easily have been cidentally 
as “Avvas, especially after the phrase in iv.6. ype eccatally 





5.18 δημοσίᾳ 


ο si z 
ie Beane adds, with typical circumstantial detail. καὶ 
ρεύθη els ἕκαστος εἰς τὰ ἴδια (“und each one went to his 


Si εις Vl ea 
on ‘orrey, The Composition and Date of 3 ᾿ 
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own home”). A similar sentence appears in the pericope de 
‘alultera, [In] 7.53, ἐπορεύθησαν (D ἐπορεύθη) ἕκαστος els 
τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ. The phrase εἰς τὰ tia is characteristic of 
John, but it is also found in Ac 21.6. 


5.21-22 

‘The Western text of these verses is variously preserved in 
D E and other witnesses. Instead of the opening words &xob- 
σαντες δέ, 1: reads ἐξελθόντες δὲ ἐκ τῆς φυλακῆς, which is 
received by Blass into his Roman form of the text, Codex 
Bezae paints more vividly the circumstances of the trial by 
adding a phrase that is analogous to the reading of Ὁ in ver. 18 
“the high priest came and those who were with him, having 
risen early, and (ἐγερθέντες τὸ πρωὶ καί) called together 
the council.” In ver, 22 the Western text (D itm vg syr""*) 
adds the detail, “But when the officers came and opened the 
prison (καὶ ἀνοίξαντες τὴν φυλακήν), they did not find them 
inside (ἔσω D).” 


5.28 [Οὐ] παραγγελίᾳ {C} 

‘A majority of the Committee interpreted the absence of οὐ 
from several witnesses as due to their eopyists’ desire to trans: 
form thereby the high priest’s question into a rebuke. In view, 
however, of the weight of the external evidence supporting the 
shorter reading, it was decided to print οὐ within square 
brackets.4 

[From the standpoint of transcriptional probability, it appears 
that οὐ is a scribal addition, occasioned by the influence of the 
verh ἐπηρώτησεν in ver. 27 (compare 4.17). For this reason 
‘ax well as the strong combination of p* 8% AB its vg 
copa" geo Lucifer al, the word should be omitted from 


the text. B.M.M.] 














τὸ Ropes (The Teat of Acts, ad lo.) follows von Soden in including οὗ, 
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5.29 


Codex Bezae enhances the role of Peter by omitting “and 
the apostles answered and,” and by altering εἶπαν to εἴπεν. 
The Old Latin text (it) continues by adding: cui obaudire 
oportet, deo an hominibus? ille aullem ait, deo). et dicit Petrus 
ad eum (“Whom is it right to obey, God or man?” and he 
said, ‘God.’ And Peter said to him:” [then ver. 30 follows), 
A similar addition oceurs also in cop. 

‘The declarative form of the B-text is witnessed as early 
‘as the second and third century in Polyerates's letter to Pope 
Victor (quoted in Eusebius, Heel. hisl,, v.xxiy.7), Origen (contra 
Celswm, viu1.26), and Hippolytus (c, Noét,, 6 fin.) 





5.3L 


The Western reading, “God exalted him for his glory” (τῇ 
δόξῃ αὐτοῦ), supported by D its'« cop Irenacus Augustine, 
Seems to be an uncient accidental error (AOEM for Ae%ia). 
Nestlel* draws attention to the same confusion in the manu- 
seripts of the Septuagint at 2 Chr 30.8 and Is 62.8. 

‘The presence of ἐν αὐτῷ (D* it” cop eth'e Augustine) 
alter ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν appears to be a typical Western expan- 
sion, (See also the next variant.) 





5.82 ἐσμεν μάρτυρες [0] 


A majority of the Committee regarded the reading ἐσμεν. 
μάρτυρες ("ἘΝ (A) De 915 ve syr cop™* al) to be orig- 
inal. ‘The insertion of αὐτοῦ (Ὁ E P (Ψ) Byz) doubtless τος 
fleets recollection of the words of Jesus reported in 1.8, καὶ 
ἔσεσθέ μου μάρτυρες. The words ἐν αὐτῷ (which in B replace 
ἐσμεν) appear to be the result of seribal inadvertence; perhaps 
they are somehow connected with the Western variant at the 
lose of ver. 31 (see the preceding variant). 





Δ Fherhard Nestle, Bxpositor, Fifth Series, τὶ (1895), pp. 238 f 
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5.32 6 [Β] 
The omission of ὅ by B ke a 
ly idental. The masculine x 4 
ἜΝ theologiea! correction ad sensum. fast ba καἶ be 
sme deeper but hidden factor whic 
Fo cnetaof both ἐσμεν and ὅ in the Betext of this verse, 
e 


few other witnesses was 
gender ὅν (D* E) appears 


5.33 ἐβούλοντο {C} 
οἵ the Committee interpreted the context as 


a aol 13 times elsewhere in Acts), 


voring ἐβούλοντο (which oceurs 13 times ¢ in Acts) 
‘ie hates of the Sanhedrin, being enraged, val hs iy 
ina mood quietly to take counsel. The reading ἀϑουλείο το 
᾿ u i ἐν in 27.39) 8 
curs elsewhere in Acts only 
‘a word that: occurs elsew 3 
es arisen accidentally through ἃ, seribal blunder, 


5.34 τοὺς ἀνθρώπους : 
doubt deemed the expression τοὺς ἀιφλάον! 
(& A Β vg cop" arm) too undignified for ue aa 
i in Gamaliel’s speech in verses 35 an 4 
Δα τα τὸς fecal (so the Textus Receptus, follow: 
ine Ὁ Ναὶ H P most minuscules syr™* cop" eth). 


Copyists no 


5.35 ‘abrods ; 
i αὐτοὺς, which 
2 nd eop* replace the ambiguous i 
cues ieee night take to refer to the soil ὦ 
Ὁ καὶ “the rulers and - 
ὃν as καὶ τοὺς συνέδρους (' u ι 
ars presales the last word D_misspells sorte, 
but intends to use the word aivedpos, which is foun: 
αὶ 


else in the New Testament). 





5.36 ἑαυτόν ΤΕ 
ἑαυτόν in A? 
Ὶ ion οἵ μέγαν before or after ἑαυτόν : 
ον ee bee ‘Jerome Cyril is an interesting example 
ites syr? 
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of a Wester reading which gained wide currency; it probably 
came into the text here from 8.9. 


5.36 προσεκλίθη 


Instead of προσεκλίθη (& A BC? al), which occurs only 
here in the New Testament, (C*) D* Η P al read προσεκλήθη 
(by itacism). In 33 αἱ Old Latin vg (and the Textus Receptus) 
the reading προσεκολλήθη is an interpretation of or substitu. 
tion for προσεκλίθη. 


5.36 ἀνῃρέθη 


Instead of using ἀνῃρέθη to describe the death of Theudas, 
the Greek text of eodex Bezae (but not it# or it) employs the 
curious expression διελύθη αὐτὸς δι᾿ αὑτοῦ ("*he was destroyed 
by himself"). (The sume verb is used more idiomatically. in 
verses 38 and 39.) Beaae's account of Theudas’s stticide ic 
contrury to that of Josephus, who expressly says that Theudas, 
having been captured alive, was beheaded (Antiquities, xx.v.1) 
—or is the disagreement between the two accounts an added 
rgument supporting the theory that Josephus and Acts refer 
to two different persons with the same name? 


5.87 λαόν {BI 


This verse provides a clear example of a growing text, 
Dissatisfied with the unadorned account that Judas the Galilean 
“drew away some of the people after him” (ἀπέστησεν λαὸν 
ὀπίσω αὐτοῦ), various scribes undertook to heighten the ac- 
count by the addition of πολύν or ixavéy before or after λαόν. 
It is significant that the Latin text of codex Bezue agrees with 
the earlier and shorter reading, 





A; The alternative suggestion, made by Tepes, that ὅς διελίθῃ was 
taken to refer to ἀριθμός, with καὶ πάντες in. apposition, is highly 
improbable in view of the resulting tautology. 
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5.37 πάντες {C} ᾿ 

possi ἁ ded τὸ ἃ growing 
i ble that πάντες was add 

aa ‘of the Committee was inclined to a it 

roa 6 Ditties? as due to accider 
cord from p* D it’ v cede 

αν particulary since the same expression (cal πάντες 

oversight, 


ὅσοι ἐπείθοντο αὐτῷ) occurs also in ver, 36. 


5.38-39 me 
ἃ. Cadbury. admit, “a 
Vester text has, as Lake and adi 

rane cad attractive paraphrase,” which Rendel Haris 
Tempted to regard as possibly original.” In the long 
Tearelation the chief expansions are ile: “So ἐν τς 
present case, brethren, 1 fell you, keep away fom these men 
παι thems go, without defiting your hands; for if this min οἱ 
this undertaking is of men, it will fal; (80) but if it is οἱ Got 
ἘΝ well ‘not be able to overthrow pense το δ re 
fe keep avoay from these men, 5 

ound 


ing comments.) 
5.88 νῦν 


After νῦν D Ἐν cop add ἀδελφοί (compare a similar adeli- 
tion in ghe Western text of 20.18). 


5.88 αὐτούς 

Harris suspected the 
λύνοντες F) τὰς χεῖρας 
be of Montanist origin.’ 


n addition μὴ μιάναντες (μο- 
byes Ἐ 10) of DE ith cop! to 


3.39 αὐτούς 
‘The replacement of αἱ 
by the Textus Reeeptus) 
: Expositor, 5 00. 
itor, Sixth Series, τὶ (1900), pp. 399-4 
wR Codes Bese (Cama 189, 9-198 


ὁ (ΟΣ 3, followed 
ὑτοὺς by αὐτό (C*H P ¥ 88, fol 
οἶον gratis modification introduced 
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because of the singular number in the previous clauses. The 
expansion in D, οὔτε ὑμεῖς οὔτε βασιλεῖς οὔτε τύραννοι" 
ἀπέχεσθε οὖν ἀπὸ τῶν ἀνθρώπων τούτων (similarly 614 1108 
1611 2138 δγτὴ wit σ cop), doubtless shows the influence 
of a passage in the Wisdom of Solomon where the writer is 
dealing with the same problem as in Acts, namely the question 
whether it is safe to oppose God. The passage (Wis 12.13 f.) is 
as follows: οὔτε γὰρ θεός ἐστιν πλὴν σοῦ... οὔτε βασιλεὺς 
4 τύραννος ἀντοφθαλμῆσαι δυνήσεταί σοι περὶ ὧν ἐκόλασας 
(“Ror neither is there any God besides thee, ...nor can any 
king or tyrant confront thee about those whom thou hast 
Punished”). In ἘΣ the word τύραννοι (which is not a New ‘Tes. 
tament word) is replaced by ἄρχοντες, but at the expense of 
the sense, for now Gamaliel seems to refer to the Sanhedrin 
twice (“neither you. .. nor rulers”). 

‘The addition of ἀπέχεσθε οὖν ἀπὸ τῶν ἀνθρώπων τούτων 
is, as Weiss characterizes it, “an empty repetition of ver. 38; 
but it serves at the same time as an appropriate connection for 
the following μήποτε Kal...” 


δ.41 ὑπὲρ τοῦ ὀνόματος 


After ὑπὲρ τοῦ ὀνόματος scribes ould not resist the tempta- 
tion to add such words as Ἰησοῦ (33 iteie-» vg), τοῦ κυρίου 
᾿Ιησοῦ (E383 614 syr®), τοῦ Χριστοῦ (69 328 al), and αὐτοῦ 
(88 242 255 431 460 808 917 1518 cth Origen), 


6.1 αὐτῶν 


At the end of the verse codex Bezne adds the phrase ἐν τῷ 
διακονίᾳ τῶν EBpaiav (“in the ministration of the Hebrews”), 
whieh is quite superfluous in view of the preceding context 
Old Latin h reads @ ministris Hebraecorum, represonting ὑπὸ 
τῶν διακόντων τῶν Ἕβραίων (“by the ministers of the 
Hebrews”). 


\* Bernhard Weiss, Der Codex D (Leipaig, 1897), p. 66. 


‘THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 3387 


43 
Codex Bezae and codex Vaticanus have each altered the 
opening words of the verse in accord with the predilections of 
its scribe. The former (supported by it” and cop) prefaces 
the suggestion made by the apostles with an introductory 
interrogative phrase, τί οὖν ἐστιν, ἀδελφοί; which lends a 
colloquial touch to the narrative (compare also the Wears 
readings mentioned at 2.37 and ia) phrase seems to have 
to resent passage from 21, ᾿ 
The ne mae ἐπισκεψώμεθα in codex Bien tH 
Ropes remarks, is probably “due to the desire not to exclu a 
the apostles from a share in the selection of the stom 
is clearly inconsistent with vs. 6 in the usual text. Perhaps 
the ‘Western’ οὗτοι ἐστάθησαν in the latter verse has arisen 
from the same motive.” 





6.3 δέ (C} ie: 

ing οὖν is so appropriate in the context that, i 
it paar) there would have been no reason why bs 
other readings should have arisen, The Committee ee 
with Tischendorf (ad loc.) that the presence of δέ in ἯΙ ἊΝ 
preceding and following sentences prompted scribes to Ae : 
in this yerse (8 B cop*) to either δή (A) or οὖν (CB A 
614 1739 Byz, followed by the Textus Receptus), or to onlay 
entirely (p" cop*™* arm eth geo al). The conflation δὲ οὖν 


is read by 1175. 











8.3 πνεύματος : 

tural for scribes to add ἁγίου after πνεύματος 
ac Ἢ Ῥ 5. ve cope eth), and the word passed into the 
Textus Receptus. The shorter text is supported by p* 8 
B Ὁ 431 614 2412 syr* Chrysostom. 


118. H. Ropes, The Test of Acts, p. 56. 
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6.5 πλήθους 


The Western text (D τὴ cop) adds τῶν μαθητῶν lest 
παντὸς τοῦ πλήθους be taken to refer to the non-Christian 
multitude. 


6.5 πλήρης 

The undeclinable form πλήρης, read by & AC DEH P 
and many minuscules, was corrected in B and several minus- 
cules to πλήρη, a reading which passed into the Textus 
Receptus, 


8.5 Τίμωνα 


Instead of Tivwva Old Latin h reads Simonem. Since the 
name Τίμων is unique in the Bible, it is altogether probable 
that a scribe (or translator) misread the Greek name as Simon, 
a name more familiar to readers of the New Testament.? 


6.7 θεοῦ [8] 


Acts contains examples of both ὁ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ (4.31; 6.2; 
11.1; 13.5, 7; 17.18; 18.11) and ὁ λόγος τοῦ κυρίου (8.25; 
13.49; 15.35, 36; 19.10, 20; 20.35 [plural λόγοι]); the reading 
is in doubt at 12.24; 13.44; 16.32. 

Tn the present verse the Committee preferred ὁ λόγος τοῦ 
θεοῦ, which, in view of ver. 2, seems to be the more appropriate 
reading, and which is supported by superior external evidence 
(including 8 A B C 88 1739 ite syr cops), 


6.7 τῶν ἱερέων 

‘The more unusual reading τῶν ἱερέων (pA ΒΟ D al) is 
to be preferred to the more commonplace τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων 
(ΔΛ 142 424 458 2401 al syr*) and to the obviously corrupt 
ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ which underlies it (én templo).. 








Pieper, “Zu Ape. 6, 5," Biblische Zeitechrift, xx (1911), p. 184. 
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6.8 χάριτος 

‘The earlier text describes Stephen as a man “full of grace” 
(χάριτος, with 8 A Β Ὁ vg syr® coptt° arm). The later 
text was assimilated to ver. 5, “full of faith” (πίστεως, with 
H P'S most minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus). 
Both readings are conflated in Ἐ (χάριτος καὶ πίστεως)" 


68 λαῷ 

‘The Western text adds διὰ τοῦ ὀνόματος (τοῦ) κυρίου ᾿Ιησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ (D 5 33 431 453 876 2412 cop* Augustine), an in- 
terpolation probably derived from 4.30. 


6.9 τῆς λεγομένης 1B} 

‘The singular number, which is attested by early and widely 
diversified evidence (ρ᾽" BC DE 614 1739 ite" vg syr™ 
arm geo), was changed to the plural by scribes who supposed 
that the term Λιβερτίνων required quullfication (“the so-called 
Freedmen”). 





6.9 Λιβερτίνων 


Since the other synagogues mentioned in this verse are 
named from countries, and since there were freedmen in every 
country, many scholars from Beza onwards have suggested 
that instead of Λιβερτίνων we should read Λιβιστίνων or 
Διβυστίνων (“Libyans”) Schulthess proposed Λιβύων τῶν 
κατὰ Κυρήνην (compare 2.10). One of the Arabic versions 
reads “Corinthians.” 

In Ropes's opinion, the explanation “Libyans,” which is 
quoted from Chrysostom in the Armenian eatena and is found 


+ For a discussion of the variant readings, sve Metzger, The Text of the 
New Testament, pp. 221-223, 

‘The history of this emendation is given by J. Rendel Harris, Expositor, 
Sixth Series, v1 (1902). vp. 379-385. 





840 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


in the Armenian vulgate text, may be an interpretation, not a 
variant reading.* 

On the other hand, it is possible, as Lake and Cadbu 
suggest (in loc.), that the Greek text refers to only one syna- 
gogue; thus, the NEB renders the verse; “But some members 
of the synagogue called the Synagogue of Freedmen, com- 
prising Cyrenians and Alexandrians and people from Cilicia 
and Asia, came forward and argued with Stephen.” With this 
interpretation emendation is not necessary, and even on the 
usual view that several synagogues are intended, there is no 
compelling reason to depart from the text of the Greek 
witnesses, 





8.9. καὶ ᾿Ασίας 


‘The omission οἵ καὶ ᾿Ασίας from A D* 2 seems to have been 
aecidental, occasioned by parablepsis (compare the similar 
ending of Κιλικίας, which immediately precedes). 


610-11 


A. Western expansion, in slightly different forms, appears 
in D B vg syr®® cop and the Bohemian (Old Czech) 
version, The Bezan form, which according to Harris displays 
traces of Montanist interest in the Paraclete, is as follows: 
οἵτινες οὐκ ἴσχυον ἀντιστῆναι τῇ σοφίᾳ τῇ οὔσῃ ἐν αὐτῷ 
καὶ τῷ πνεύματι τῷ ἁγίῳ ᾧ ἐλάλει, διὰ τὸ ἐλέγχεσθαι αὐτοὺς 
ἐπ' αὐτοῦ μετὰ πάσης παρρησίας. μὴ δυνάμενοι οἶ(ν) ἀντοῴ- 
θαλμεῖν τῇ ἀληθείᾳ (“who could not withstand the wisdom 
that was in him and the holy Spirit with which he spoke, 
because they were confuled by him with all boldness. Being unable 
therefore to confront the truth, .. 

The word ἀντοφθαλμεῖν (which does not appear elsewhere 








the Text of Acts, p. 58; see also Conybeare, American Journal of 
Philology, xv1t (1896), p. 152. 
51. Rendel Harris, Codex Bezae. p. 150, 
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in the New Testament) is used in Wsd 12.14, a passage which 
may have influenced the Western reviser of Ac 5.39. 


6.13 λαλῶν ῥήματα 


Instead of λαλῶν ῥήματα the Textus Receptus reads ῥήματα 
βλάσφημα λαλῶν with EH P al arm; βλάσφημα is an in- 
terpolation from ver. 11. 


8.18 [τούτου] 


‘The phrase κατὰ τοῦ τόπου τοῦ ἁγίου ("6 8 AD HHP 
οὐδ 0175 its'* vg arm eth) refers, of course, to the Temple. 
‘The addition of τούτου after ἁγίου (Β Ο 33 69 1739 syrh” 
cop) allows (if indeed it does not require) the phrase to 
refer to the place of assembly of the Sanhedrin, which may 
have been situated on the Temple Mount on the western side 
of the enclosing wall, 

‘The omission may have occurred accidentally (many words 
in the context end in του), or the word may have been deleted 
because the scene, according to ver. 12, took place in the 
assembly room of the Sanhedrin, for which a reference suited 
to the Temple* was inappropriate. On the other hand, the 
word may have crept into the text from the next. verse, where 
the text is firm. 

In view of the halanee of these possibilities the Committee 
decided to retain the word but to enclose it within square 
brackets. 








6.10 ἀγγέλοι 


After ὡσεὶ πρόσωπον ἀγγέλου the Greek text of codex 
Bezae (supported by it* cop) adds the phrase ἑστῶτος ἐν 
μέσῳ αὐτῶν (“all who sat in the council saw that his face 
was like the face of an angel standing in their midst”). Since 
ever, the Latin text of Bezae reads stans in. merlia eorwn 
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Harris argues’ that the nominative form of the participle shows 
that the gloss originally belonged to the first verse of the 
following chapter, describing the position of the high priest 
“standing in their midst” (compare Mk 14,60). But this ex- 
planation overlooks the fact that what is needed to describe 
the action of the high priest is not merely that he was standing, 
but that (as the Markan passage shows) he stood up in their 
midst and spoke; the gloss therefore belongs (as the Greck 
text of Bezae indicates) with what precedes.” 





τὰ 


Alter εἶπεν δὲ ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς the Western text (1) B ἔμεν, 
ve™ cop) adds the very natural supplement τῷ Στεφάνῳ. 


78-51 


In addition to several direct quotations from the Septuagint 
Stephon’s speech consists of a series of allusions to and sum- 
maries of Istuclitish history. In these phrases drawn from the 
Old Testament about thirty variants between B and D occur 
in which one agrees with the Septuagint against the other. 
In most of the cases it is codex Bezae that has been conformed 








+4, Rendol Harris, Four Lectures on the Western Text (London, 1804), 
pp. 70-75. 

ὁ 80 Poter Corssen, Gottingiachegelehrte Anzeigen, clvut (1896), pp. 434 f 

γ Hurris remained enamonred of his proposal and a third of ἃ century 
Inter offered as an added testimony: for the Western reading a stray refer 
ence in the Life of St. Kentigen in Capgrave's Noo Legenda Angline 
(ed. Horstmann, 1f, 121), where it is said that the face of St. Kentigern, 
while he was at prayer, sometimes appeared to bystanders as it had been 
the face of an angel standing in their midst (“Intucbantur enim faciem 
cis tanquam vultum angeli slantis inter ill). Sines, however, nothing is 
mentioned in the context which would connect. the description of 
Kentigern with the account of Stephen in the book of Acts, the force of 
Harris's newly found “authority” for the Bezan text ie minimal 
article, “A New Witness for a Famous Western Reading, 
Times, xxx1x (1927-28), pp. 380-881; sve also Harris, #hid., pp. 456-58 
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to the text of the Septuagint; according to Ropes’s judgment! 
in only one instance (ἤδει in ver. 18) is there reason to suspect 
that the B-text has been conformed to the Septuagint. 





Ὑ remove the 
clause μετὰ τὸ ἀποθανεῖν τὸν πατέρα αὐτοῦ from its place in 
ver, 4 and insert it just before ver, 3, Probably the motive for 
this alteration was to bring the text into closer accord with the 
iterpretation which the ordinary reader of Gn 11.27 ff, would 
be likely to derive from the progress of the narrative,? 





τὰ 


‘The Western text presents several minor expansions, in- 
cluding the addition of ᾿Αβραάμ after τότε (D syr"); κἀκεῖ ἣν 
instead of κἀκεῖθεν and the corresponding insertion of καὶ 
before μετῴκισεν (D*); and the addition after κατοικεῖτε of 
καὶ οἱ πατέρες ὑμῶν (D ἡμῶν) E syr'*!* Augustine. D 
further adds of πρὸ ἡμῶν (ayr" *!%* ὑμῶν). Since the last 
addition goes ill with κατοικεῖτε (for κατώκησαν is needed), 
there is a possibility that the Western text is original and was 
subsequently deleted. On the other hand, however, since the 
entire context deals with the fathers, the opportunity for 
making/such an addition was near to hand; it is also the Kind 
of superfluity that is characteristic of the Western text. 





7.12 σιτία 


‘The Textus Reeeptus reads σῖτα (‘wheat, grain’) with 
H P and many minuseules, whereas ΕΝ A BC Ὁ IE al read 

τ The Test of Acts, pp. 60-61 

2 In actuality, however, a strict analysis of the account in Genesis 
proves that Abraham departed from Haran many years before his father's 
death at the age of 205 years (Gn 11.82), According to Gn 11.26 eral, 
was 70 years old when Abraham was horn, and according to Gu 124 
Abrabam was 75 years old when he left, Terah, who therefore had sixty 
more years of life (205—{70 +75]~60), 
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σιτία (“food [made from grain}”). Σιτίον is found only here 
in the New Testament, and only once in the Septuagint (Pr 
30.22); seribes would therefore be tempted to assimilate it to 
the more frequently used σῖτον, which occurs 14 times in the 
New Testament, and 79 times in the Septuagint, 


7.13 ἀνεγνωρίσθη 

It is probable that seribes changed the verb ἀνεγνωρίσθη 
("8 CD E H P most minuscules) to the simple form 
ἐγνωρίσθη (AB it? vg) because the compound form seems 
to imply that Joseph had also made himself known to his 
brothers on their first visit to Egypt. (Aevording to Brooke 
and MeLean, in the Septuagint of Gn 45.1 three manuscripts 
read ἀνεγνωρίξετο for ἐγνωρίζετο.) 


713 [τοῦ] ᾿Ιωσήφ 

The Textus Receptus, following D H Ῥ and many minuscules, 
reads τοῦ ᾿Ιωσήφ, whereus the article is absent from B C 88 
90 915 al, and instead of τοῦ Ἰωσήφ 8 AE 181 1895 vg arm 
al read αὐτοῦ. 

The Committee was divided in its evaluation of the evidence. 
Some members regarded αὐτοῦ as original and thought that 
copyists repliced it with Ἰωσήφ or τοῦ Ἰωσήφ for the sake 
of perspicuity. Others held that since Joseph had already been 
mentioned in the previous clause, scribes were led by stylistic 
considerations to substitute abrod for the proper name, It was 
finally decided that the least unsatisfactory solution was to 
print τοῦ enclosed within square brackets. 














7.16 ἐν Συχέμ [Ὁ} 

‘The author has combined the accounts of two transactions: 
(a) Abraham bought a burial plot from Bphron the Hittite in 
Machpelah east of Hebron (Gn 233-20), where Abraham, 
Sarah, Isaac, Rebekah, Leah, and Jacob were buried (Gn 
49.31; 50.13), and (Ὁ) Joseph was buried in a plot which Jacob 
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bought from the sons of Hamor, the father of Shechem (Gn 
33.19; Jos 2432). Except for the two passages just mentioned, 
in the Old Testament Shechem is always the name of « plice, 
not of a person, The variant readings in Ac 7.16 reflect the two 
traditions concerning the name Shechem, except that the 
Western and Antiochian texts reverse the relationship, making 
Shechem the father instead of the son of Hamor. In secking 
an explanation to account for the curious reading τοῦ (p 
De" al), it should be observed that the Harclean Syriac reads 
“who was from Shechem”; could it be that παρά or ἀπό has 
fallen out of the archetype of the Western group of witnesses? 

All things considered, the Committee considered ἐν to he 
the least unsatisfactory reading, supported, as it is, by ἈΚ B.C 
88 1739 cop" arm geo al. 


7.17 ὡμολόγησεν {C} 

‘The verb ὀμνύειν (ὀμνύναι) is used frequently throughout 
the Septuagint to render 939, On the other hand, ὁμολογεῖν 
and ἐπαγγέλειν are used infrequently in the Septuagint (ὁμο- 
λογεῖν occurs a total of 14 times and ἐπαγγέλειν oceurs 11 
times; neither verb appears in the Pentateuch or the historical 
books), It is probable, therefore, that in the present passage 
scribes substituted ὥμοσεν for one of the other two verbs. 
Furthermore, since the verb ὁμολογεῖν acquired a technical 
meaning in the early church (“to make one's confession”),* 
there was added reason for eopyists to alter it here, The verb 
ἐπηγγείλατο may have arisen as an echo of the previous 
τῆς ἐπαγγελίας. 


718 [ἐπ᾽ Αἴγυπτον] [Οἱ 


On the one hand, if the shorter reading be regarded as 
original, it is easy to see how Ex 1.8 in the Septuagint (ἀνέστη 





3 On the semantics of ὁμολογεῖν, see Vernon H. Neufeld, The Larliest 
Christian Confessions (Leiden and Grand Rapids, 1963), pp. 13-20. 
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δὲ βασιλεὺς ἕτερος ἐπ’ Αἴγυπτον, ὃς οὐκ ἥδει τὸν ᾿Ιωσήφὶ 
would have influenced scribes to insert the phrase, ἐπ᾿ Αἴγυ- 
πτον. On the other hand, since the preceding verse in Acts 
speaks of the people of Israel being ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ, it may be 
that the phrase was deleted as superfluous. Confronted with 
such a balance of probabilities, a majority of the Committee 
decided to retain the words in the text but to enclose them 
within square brackets, 





TAS ἤδει 


For “another king who had not known Joseph” the Western 
text (Ὁ E its Chrysostom) reads “another king who did not 
remember (ἐμνήσθη) Joseph.” Lake und Cadbury suggest that 
the B-text (jet) may be an accommodation to the Septuagint.« 
On the other hand, the Western text so often goes its own 
way that it would be extremely unwise to accept its text of 
Old Testament quotations as original whenever they differ 
from the Septuagint text. 


7.19 πατέρας [ἡμῶν] [0] 


On the one hand, external evidence tends to favor the read- 
ing without ἡμῶν. On the other hand, the presence of ἡμῶν 
four words earlier with τὸ γένος may well have prompted 
copyists to delete the second instance of the pronoun as super- 
fluous. In order to represent both considerations, ἃ majority 
of the Committee decided to include the word in the text, 
but to enclose it within square brackets in order to indicate 
ἃ measure of doubt that it belongs there. 








1.21 αὐτοῦ 


‘The Western text includes the added detail that Pharaoh's 
daughter found the infant Moses after he had been cast out 


“Phe Beginnings of Christianity, vol. τ, p. 74. 
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“nto the river,” εἰς (παρὰ D) τὸν ποταμόν (D E syrh with + 
cop), 
7.34 

‘The Western text adds details from the Septuagint of Ex 
211-12, “And seeing one of his race (ἐκ τοῦ γένους αὐτοῦ, 
D Ε syr?-* vi + cope" eth [D omits αὐτοῦ} being wronged, 
he defended the oppressed man and ayenged him by striking 
the Egyptian, and he hid him in the sand” (καὶ ἔκρυψεν αὐτὸν 
ἐν τῇ ἄμμῳ, D cop eth). 





7.26 

Codex Bezae (but not other members of the Western text) 
makes three additions to the verse: it prefixes τότε at the 
beginning (omitting re); adds καὶ εἶδεν αὐτοὺς ἀδικοῦντας 
(“and he saw them doing injustice”) after μαχομένοις; and reads 
τί ποιεῖτε, ἄνδρες ἀδελφοί; instead of ἄνδρες, ἀδελφοί ἐστε. 


7.29 ἔφυγεν δὲ Μωῦσῆς 

Hilgenfeld, followed by A. C. Clark, accepted the reading 
of codex Bezae as original, οὕτως καὶ ἐφυγάδευσεν Μωῦσῆς 
(E reads ἐφυγάδευσεν δὲ Μωῦσῆν, which means that the verb 
is transitive, with ὁ ἀδικῶν of ver. 27 understood as the subject). 
‘The wotd φυγαδεύειν appears nowhere else in the New Testa- 
ment; in the Septuagint it occurs both transitively and in 
transitively, but generally the latter. Although it is just possible 
that the more commonly used verb φύγειν may be a corruption 
of the less usual φυγαδεύειν, on the whole the Western reading 
has little to recommend it in the face of the overwhelming weight 
of evidence against it (all other witnesces support ἔφυγεν δὲ 
Moiiajs). 


7.30 ἄγγελοι ς 


The Western and the Antiochian texts (D HP 8 614 δγνρ»" 
arm eth Augustine) insert κυρίου, a natural addition, especially 
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in the light of Ex 8.2. The AV follows the expanded text with 
“an angel of the Lord.” 


781-34 


The manuscript cop is unique in making extensive addi- 
tions to Stephen's account from the Old Testament and from 
tradition: “,. . xs he [Moses] drew near to look (there came the 
voice of the Lord saying), the Lord spoke to him in a woice saying, 
Moses, Moses! But he said, Who art thou, Lord? But he said to 
him, Do not draw near to this place. Take thy shoes off thy fect, 
for the place on which thou standest is a holy place. He said to 
him, Lam the God ... and of Jacob. But Moses (trembled and 
did not dare to look) turned away his face, for he feared to look 
straighforwardly αἱ God. Then (the Lord) God said this to (him) 
‘Moses, (Loose the sandals from thy feet, for the place where 
thou art standing is holy ground). Seeing I have seen the 
oppression of my people in Egypt. I have heard their groaning 
about their slave-labor, for T know their heartache. 1 have come 
down to deliver them from the hand of the Egyptians. (And now) 
come, I (will) send thee to Egypt that thou bringest them out of that 
land and takest them into another land, which is good and plentiful, 
ἃ land abundant with milk and honey, the place of the Canaanites 
and Hittites, and Amorites and Pheresites, and Hevites and 
Gergesites and Jebusites. And the cry of the children of Israel 
has come rp to me, some of the sufferings with which the Egyptians 
have afticted them. Now come, and I send thee to Pharao, the 
king of Egypt, and thou wilt bring my people, the children of 
Tarael, out of the land of Boypt.”* 





7.82 καὶ ᾿Ισαὰκ καὶ ᾿Ιακώβ [ΟἹ 


‘The fluctuation of the text here, as in 3.13, reflects the 
uncertainty of scribes (even at Ex 3.6 a few manuscripts of 





* Theodore C. Petersen's translation (see Cathatie Biblical Quarterly, 
xxvt [1964], pp. 234 £). Words which are absent from the Coptic manu- 
seript, but which are present in the Vulgate text, are enclosed by Petersen 
‘within parentheses, 
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the Septuagint omit the second and third instances of ὁ θεός). 
A majority of the Committee judged that the combination of 
pt R ABC Ψ 81 614 syr?-" cop was superior to the several 
witnesses which attest the other readings. 


1.38 εἶπεν δὲ αὐτῷ ὁ κύριος 

Instead of the commonplace introductory clause, “And the 
Lord said to him,” codex Bezse substitutes the more colorful 
expression, καὶ éyévero φωνὴ πρὸς αὐτόν... (“And there came 
ἃ voice to kim, ‘Loose the shoes ....’””). 


1.84 αὐτῶν 


Since the singular number αὐτοῦ (Β 1) 321 1888 syr’) is the 
more correct form grammatically (it refers (o τοῦ Nao’), it is 
probable that αὐτῶν (p* 8 A C EH P nearly all minuseules 
and yersions) is the original reading which was altered by 
punetilious seribes, 


7.85 δικαστήν 


In this verse reference is made to the earlier citation (ver. 
27) of the quotation from Ex 2.14. It was almost inevitable, 
therefore, that seribes would fill out the shorter reading here 
(p** A’B Ἢ P most minuseules vg syr**) with the phrase 
“over us.” The variant readings ἐφ᾽ ἡμῶν (8 CD al) and ἐφ᾽ 
ἡμᾶς (E 0142 33 61 al) occur also in the manuseripts of Ex 2.14. 





7.35 [καί] (2) 


The absence of καί after θεός inp" ΒΥ A C and many 
other witnesses, as well as the more deliberate emphasis which 
its presence gives to the text (“both ruler and deliverer”), 
led some members of the Committee to regard the word as a 
scribal addition. On the other hand, the strong external support 
in its favor (including B D) made other members of the Com- 
mittee reluctant to omit the word entirely. As a compromise 
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it was decided to retain the word enclosed within square 
brackets. 


7138. γῇ Αἰγύπτῳ 

‘The reading γῇ Αἰγύπτου (p De 1611 1739 vg syr?* al} 
is obviously a correction of γῇ Αἰγύπτῳ (ΝΑ ΤῈ Ν P81 many 
minuscules). The witnesses of both readings, however, unite 
in their support of γῇ against τῇ, which is read by B C 38 69 
94 255 307 it* cop. ‘The Septuagint text at Ex 7.3, to which 
the present passage seems to allude, reads γῇ. Although 
normally the Committee preferred readings which depart from 
the Septuagint, in this case the palacographical possibility 
that seribes misread pwairymra for the more usual (and 
therefore more to be expected) THAITyMTw was regarded as 
the probable explanation for the emergence of scattered wit- 
nesses attesting τῇ. A few secondary witnesses (4 122* 181 241 
460 1808 2180) omit both γῇ and τῇ, reading simply Αἰγύπτῳ. 








7.21 ὁ θεός 


‘The original text, ὁ θεός (p* ΝΑ B D 81 vg cop™* eth), has 
undergone various expansions. Since the Septuagint reads 
κύριος before ὁ θεὸς (Dt 18.15), it was natural for scribes to 
insert the word here (C E H P al). Later the expression was 
expanded still more (through assimilation to 3.22) by the 
addition of ἡμῶν (1) Η and most minuscules) or ὑμῶν (P some 
minuseules, followed by the Textus Receptus). 

At the end of the verse the addition of the words αὐτοῦ 
ἀκούσεσθε (“You shall hear him” [referring to the Messiah]) 
is « seribal assimilation to Dt 18.15 and/or Ac 3.22, which 
is read by C D E most minuscules vg syr®" eop* arm eth, 
followed by the Textus Receptus. 











7.38 ἡμῖν [Β] 
As usual the manuscripts differ in their testimony to the 
first and second person plural pronouns, which, being pro- 
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nounced alike, were constantly confused by seribes. It appears 
from the context that what is needed is ἡμῖν (A Ὁ D al), for 
Stephen does not wish to disassociate himself from those who 
received God's revelation in the past, but only from those who 
misinterpreted and disobeyed that revelation. The erroncous 
ὑμῖν is read by ΡΝ B 80" 76 257 307 467 489 913 1838 2138 
cop™" geo. (See also the eomment on ver. 39.) 


7.39 ἡμῶν 

Instead of “our fathers” several witnesses (including 80 81 
242 2401 cop® geo Irenacus) read “your fathers.” (See also 
the comments on ver. 38.) 


τα: 


Instead of “book of the prophets” cop" reads “Amos the 
prophet.” (See also the comment on ver. 48.) 


7.43 ἐπέκεινα Βαβυλῶνος 

The reading of codex Bese ἐπὶ [τὰ μέρη Βαβυλῶνος 
(into the parts of Babylon”), instead of ἐπέκεινα Βαβυλῶνος 
(“beyond Babylon’; compare the Septuagint of Am 5,27, 
ἐπέκεινα Δαμασκοῦ), is received as original by Blass and 
Hilgenfeld, and its originality is judged “not impossible” by 
Knowing.’ It is difficult to imagine, however, that a corrector 
would have replaced the Septuagint ἐπέκεινα (which is hapar 
legomenon in the New Testament) by ἐπὶ τὰ μέρη without also 
altering Βαβυλῶνος to the Septuagint Δαμασκοῦ. With Ropes 
and Haenchen the Committee regarded the Western reading 
‘as an improvement, bringing the statement into better agree- 
ment with historical fact. 





TAB οἴκῳ {C} 
Of the two readings, οἴκῳ is to be preferred on the basis 
of both external evidence (it is supported by a combination of 








τ The Bxpositor's Greek Testament, vol. τι, p. 195. 
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Aexundrian and Wester witnesses: φὴς 8* B 1) cop= al) suv 
transcriptional probability, for there is no good reason why 
seribes should have altered θεῷ to οἴκῳ, whereas the apparent 
difficulty of the expression “a habitation for the house of 
Jacob" as well as the temptation to assimilate it to the Sep- 
tuagint text of Ps 132.5 [=LXX 181.5] (ἕως οὗ εὕρω τόπον 
τῷ κυρίῳ, σκήνωμα τῷ θεῷ ᾿Ιακώβ) would have influenced 
many to emend the text, 

Some scholars who regard the reading οἴκῳ as intrinsically 
too difficult in the context (“[David] found favor in the sight 
of God and asked leave to find a habitation for the house of 
Jacob, (47) But it was Solomon who built a house for him”), 
and yet who acknowledge that θεῷ is secondary to οἴκῳ, believe 
that a primitive error has corrupted all extant witnesses. 
Lachmann conjectured that the original reading was εὑρεῖν 
σκήνωμα τῷ οἴκῳ τοῦ θεοῦ ᾿Ιακώβ, and Hort suggested 
that κυρίῳ had fallen out of the text (τωκᾷ being mistaken 
for TworKw). Against Hort’s suggestion, however, is the 
absence in both Old and New Testament of the expression 
“Lord of Jacob,” whereas “God of Jacob” and “house of 
Jacob” are both well known. 

Without indicating a preference, Knowling observes that “‘in 
LXX, Ps. exxxi.3, we have σκήνωμα οἴκου, and a similar expres- 
sion may have been the orig, reading here; again, in Ps. xxiv.6, 
Heb., we have ‘Jacob’ = ‘the God of Jacob’ (LXX 23.6), and it 
has been suggested that some such abbreviation or mode of 
speech lies ut the bottom of the difficulty here.”* Ropes also 
was dissatisfied with οἴκῳ and concludes his discussion of the 
variant readings with the supposition that “if we have here a 
translation from an Aramaic source, it is easy to suppose that 
the Aramaic equivalent of the Hebrew phrase was first rendered 
by τῶ κυριω ἑακωβ, and then this unusual expression cor 








τ Novum Testamentum graece et latine, vol. τι (Berlin, 1850), p. vii 
+ "Notes on Select Readings,” p. 92. 
> Phe Bapositor's Greek Testament, vol. τι, p. 198. 
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rupted to the familiar-sounding but inappropriate phrase rw 
οικω taxwB.”" 

Not all scholars, however, are agreed that the reading οἴκῳ 
is so lacking in sense as to require conjectural emendation. 
Lake and Cadbury, for example, remark that “after all, the 
Temple, like the Tabernacle, was 8. house or tent ‘of meeting,’ 
and it was to be used by the house of Jacob as well as by the 
‘Almighty. Furthermore, as Klijn points out, Stephen's 
‘jdea of a house within the house of Israel as a substitute for 
the temple and thus as the real temple of God,” an idea not 
known heretofore in Jewish literature, has now been paralleled 
in the Manual of Discipline from Quiran—a fact that seems 
to support the originality of the reading olwe.!* 


7.18. προφήτης 
After “prophet’” cop adds “Isaiah” (see also the comment 
on ver, 42). 


7.50 ταῦτα πάντα 


Since the Septuagint text of Is 66.2 reads πάντα ταῦτα, 
it is probable that the sequence ταῦτα πάντα of Ναὶ ΒΗ 33 81 
αἱ is original and that in pA C DE P Ψ al scribes assimilated 
the order to the Septuagint reading 


2.88 Ἰησοῦν 

After Ἰησοῦν the Western text (D it's» eoptr'or) char- 
acteristically adds τὸν κύριον (sec also the examples in Groups 
B and Ὁ in footnote 12 on pp. 262 f. above), 

he Tet of Acs, p. 72. 

ἃ The Bopinnings of Christianity, vol. 1 p. 81. The sume idea ἴα eet 
forth at length by José M.* Bover in his “Notas de critica textual neo- 
‘testamentariaz’ Emérita, boletin de lingii‘stica y filologia cldsica, xvii 
(0950), pp. 381-385; Bug, summary, pp. 581 f. Compare also F. C. Synge 
in Theology, ων (1952), pp. 25-28. 

1, “Stephen's Specch—Acts vii. 2 
Studies, 1v (1957), pp. 25-31, especially 29-31, 
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7.88 τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 


Instead οἵ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου a few witnesses (p" 614 cop'* ππ 
geo) read τοῦ θεοῦ, which Kilpatrick thinks may possibly be 
original." (See also the comments on the same variant readings 
at Jn 9.85.) 


7.56 ἐκ δεξιῶν ἑστῶτα 


‘The sequence ἐκ δεξιῶν ἑστῶτα in »" δ΄ BD H Ρ al was 
altered to ἑστῶτα ἐκ δεξιῶν in p* 8* A C E 69 al, probably by 
assimilation to ver, 55. 


7.58 αὐτῶν 


Later witnesses (HP many minuscules) omit αὐτῶν as 
superfluous. Because the Mishnah indicates that the prisoner's 
clothes were stripped off him a short distance (four cubits= 
six feet) from the place of stoning, Conybeare suggested the 
emendution aro." But, as Bruce points out, Ac 22.20 “con- 
firms that it was the clothes of the chief executioners (the 
witnesses) that Saul held.’ 


8.1 


Once again Western witnesses expand the text with additions 
that underline the obvious. If “a great persecution arose against 
the church in Jerusalem,” one would expect, without being 
told, that it would also involve “affliction” (after διωγμὸς 
μέγας Ὁ adds καὶ θλῖψις; it* and cop" introduce θλῖψις καί 
before διωγμὸς μέγα); and if “they all were scattered abroad 
throughout the region of Judea and Samaria, except the 
apostles,” we do not need the information that the latter 


4G. D. Kilpatrick, Theologische Zeitechrift, και (1985), p. 209. 

“F.C, Conybeare, “The Story of St. Stephen,” Ezpositor, Bighth 
Series, vi (1913), pp. 466-470. 

E. F, Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 180. 
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“gemained in Jerusalem” (οὗ ἔμειναν ἐν Ἱερουσαλήμ, D* 
(1175) ite'e-* cop™* Augustine), Compare ver. 6. 


8.4. τὸν λόγον 

After τὸν λόγον several Western witnesses (E_it?* syr? 
Augustine) add τοῦ θεοῦ; other Western witnesses (it? vg™=) 
add circa ciuitates εἰ caslella iudee, which A. C. Clark introduces 
into his edition of Acts in the form κατὰ τὰς πόλεις Kai κώμας 
τῆς ᾿Ιουδαίας. 


85 [τήν] 

It is difficult to decide the textual problem involving the 
presence or absenee of the article. Since in the New Testament 
Samaria denotes the district, not the city of that name, the 
phrase els τὴν πόλιν τῆς Zauapelas means “to the [main] city 
of Samaria,” But which city did Luke intend by this circum- 
locution; was it Sebaste, the name given by Herod the Great 
to the city previously called Samaria, or was it Neapolis 
(Nablus), the ancient Shechem, the religious headquarters of 
the Samaritans?! And why did he choose to refer to it without 
mentioning its name? It is not probable that he thought that 
Samaria, had only one city. 

On the other hand, the reading without the article (“to a 
city of Samaria”) makes excellent sense in the context, and 
is the natural anteecdent for the reference in ver. 8, where the 
author states that “there was much joy in that city.” 

‘The Committce was of the opinion that the external evidence 
supporting the article (p* & A B 69 181 460* 1175 1898) was 


‘For a discussion favoring the latter possibility, see Julius Boehmer, 
“Samaria Stadt oder Landschalt?” Zeitschrift fir die neutestamentliche 
Wissenschaft, ix (1908), pp. 216-218, 

2 It is because of this verse that C. C. Torrey rightly hesitated to solve 
the problem by assuming that the phrase ἡ πόλις τῆς Σαμαρίας is a 
mistranslation of [100 ΠΣ Ἢ “the province of Samaria”; see his Composi- 
tion and Date of Acts, p. 18, n. 2. 
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so strong that the word ought not be omitted from the text 
altogether, Yet because internal considerations favor the 
absence of the article, it was considered best to enclose it 
within square brackets. 


8.6 προσεῖχον δὲ of ὄχλοι 

Here the jejune superfluity of the expansions of the Western 
text was too much even for Blass,* who refused to adopt the 
addition of D, ὡς δὲ ἤκουον πᾶν (it? πάντες), of ὄχλοι προσ- 
εἶχον... (“And when they heard everything, the multitudes 
gave heed ...”), with which is related the still more turgid 
reading of syr® (“And when the men who were there had heard 
his preaching, they gave heed to him and acquiesced to all 
that he said . ..”).t 


8.7 


‘The grammar of the reading which is attested by the earlier 
and better witnesses (πολλοὶ γὰρ τῶν ἐχόντων πνεύματα 
ἀκάθαρτα βοῶντα φωνῇ μεγάλῃ ἐξήρχοντο, p*N A Β C al) 
is strained, for the author begins with πολλοί as the subject 
and πνεύματα ἀκάθαρτα as object of τῶν ἐχόντων, and then 
proceeds as though πνεύματα were the subject of the main 
verb ἐξήρχοντο (“For many of those who had unclean spirits, 
erying with a loud voice they came out”). In order to improve 
the syntax scribes altered the nominatirus pendens into πολλοῖς 
(60 codex Bezae)* or πολλῶν (0 H P al cop’ arm Chrysostom); 
the latter reading passed into the Textus Receptus. 


2B, Weiss (Der Codex D, p. 68) expresses surprise at this rejection by 
Blass, for the reading “is not more superfluous than innumerable additions 
in D” (compare the comments on 8.1 above). 

“On the probable origin of this expanded reading, see F. H. Chase, 
The Old Syriac Blement in the Text of Codex Besne (London, 1893), pp. 75~ 

Ὁ Before πολλοῖς there is an erasure in D; Wetstein read ἀπὸ πολλοῖς 
ἃ prima manu; Serivener was inclined to read πίαρ]ά; and Blass thought 
that the seribe wrote π|αμὶ (Theologiscke Studien und Kritiken, uxxxt 
(18081, p. 540). 
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Modern scholars, dissatisfied with the anacoluthon and 
recognizing that πολλῶν is a secondary development, have 
proposed several conjectural emendations. For example, Lach- 
mann suggested that πολλά should be read instead of πολλοί." 
Blass, followed by Hilgenfeld, thought that @ had fallen out 
after ἀκάθαρτα; with the relative pronoun restored, πολλοί. 
is to be construed (along with the following πολλοί) as the 
subject of ἐθεραπεύθησαν. 

On the other hand, however, Torrey argued that the Greek, 
rough though it is, ought not to be emended, since it represents 
the conjectural Aramaic original, in which the suspended con- 
struction is not unusual.” 

Irrespective of one’s view concerning the hypothetienl Aru- 
maic original, it is perhaps best to retain the anacoluthon and to 
conclude, with Lake and Cadbury, that we have here “one of 
those tricks of mental ‘telescoping’ to which all writers are 
liable,” and that, as such, “it is one of several indications in 
the text that it was never finally revised.”* 


8.9. μέγαν 

Struck by the syntax of the expression λέγων εἶναί τινα 
ἑαυτὸν μέγαν, several scholars have proposed emendations, 
Valckemcr, van de Sande Bakhuyzen, and Blass* regard μέγαν 
as an interpolation. Bowyer, Mangey, van Manen, and (tenta- 
tively) Lake and Cadbury prefer to read μάγον. In view, 
however, of ver. 10, which may illustrate what Lake and 


«Preface in his Norm Teslamentum graece ot latine, 2nd ed., val. 1 
(Berlin, 1850), p. viii 
* The Composition and Date of Acts, pp. 38. 

©The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1v, p, 90; of. also Cadbury's 
discussion, “Four Features of Lucan Style,” in Studies in Luke-Acts, 
ed. by Leander F. Keck and J. Louis Martyn (New York, 1968), pp. 87-102. 

> Besides Blasw's edition of Acts (in loc.), see Blass-Debrunner-Fank, 
$301, 1. 
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Cadbury thought was Luke’s tendency to repeat a word soon 
after he has used it, it seems best to retain μέγαν.» 


8.10. καλουμένη [8] 


The awkward καλουμένη is omitted by the later Byzantine 
text; it is replaced by λεγομένη in several minuscules. Kloster- 
mann thought that Μεγάλη was a transliteration of the 
Samaritan Noam or ‘oan, meaning “he who reveals, the τὸς 
vealer,”"" in which case καλουμένη apologizes for the forcign 
term (compare 1.12; 3.2, 11; 6.9). 


8.18 πνεῦμα [0] 


A majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the 
shorter reading, although supported by only & B cop" Apostolic 
Constitutions, was to be preferred to the reading of the over- 
whelming muss of witnesses, for after τὸ mvedua the addition 
of τὸ ἅγιον was as natural for Christian scribes to make as its 
deletion would be inexplicable. 


8.19 λέγων 


In order to strengthen Simon's request the Western text 
(D it®*-r) inserts παρακαλῶν καί before λέγων (compare ver. 
24 whore παρακαλῶ occurs in D its's syr*"4); the combin: 
of verbs is not infrequent, e. g. Mt 8.5, 31; 18.29; Mk 5.12, 23; 
Ac 2.40; 16.9, 15. 





8.24 


‘The Bezan text differs from that of other witnesses in 
several striking particulars: “And Simon answered and said 
fo them, ‘I beseech you, pray for me to God, that none of these 
evils of which you have spoken fo me may come upon me’— 





\ The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. rv, p. 91. 
"A. Klostermann, Probleme im A posteltezte (1883), pp. 15-20, 
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who did not stop weeping copiously.” The last clause is attached 
so awkwardly to the close of the sentence that Blass con- 
jectured καί for the ὅς of D, which reads....dmas μηδὲν 
ἐπέλθῃ μοι τούτων τῶν κακῶν ὧν εἰρήκατέ μοι, ὃς πολλὰ 
κλαίων οὐ διελίμπανεν. The addition gives the suggestion that 
‘Simon's tears are of remorse and perhaps of repentanee; in the 
Clementine tradition Simon’s tears are tears of rage and dis- 
appointment (Clem, Hom. xx.21; Recog. x.63). 

Curiously the verb διαλιμπάνειν appears again in codex 
Bezue at 17.13 and nowhere else in the New Testament. 


8.28 ταπεινώσει [αὐτοῦ 

‘The pronoun αὐτοῦ, present in most witnesses, is absent 
from p™*§ A B 108 629 1642* 1739 vg al. Although such testi- 
mony in support of the shorter text generally curries conviction 
of originality, in this case, since the Septuagint text of Is 53.8 
lucks αὐτοῦ, copyists would have been tempted to conform the 
New Testament quotation to the Old ‘Testament text. In order 
to represent the conflict between external evidence and tran- 
scriptional probabi it was thought best to include αὐτοῦ 
in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets. 





8.35 

Cop? reads, “Then Philip took his beginning from the 
seripture, and now he was in the spirit; he began to explain to 
him from the seripture, (and) preached the Lord Jesus Christ 
to him.” 


8.37 omit verse {A} 

Ver. 37 is a Western addition, not found inp" 8 A BC 
BB SI 614 yg syr?" eop*"* eth, but read, with many minor 
variations, by F, many minuscules, ite vga syr! “+ 
cop®" arm. There is no reason why scribes should have omitted 
the material, if it had originally stood in the text. It should 
be noted too that τὸν Ἰησοῦν Χριστόν is not a Lukan expression. 
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‘The formula πιστεύω... Χριστόν was doubtless used by 
the early church in baptismal ceremonies, and may have heen 
written in the margin of a copy of Acts. Its insertion into the 
text seems to have been due to the feeling that Philip could 
not have baptized the thiopian without securing confession 
of faith, which needed to be expressed in the narrative. Although 
the earliest known New Testament manuscript whieh contains 
the words dates from the sixth century (ms. Β}), the tradition 
of the Ethiopian’s confession of faith in Christ was current as 
early as the latter part of the second century, for Irenaeus 
quotes part of it (Against Heresies, 111.xii.8). 

Although the passage does not appear in the late medieval 
manuscript on which Erasmus chiefly depended for his edition 
(ms. 2), it stands in the margin of another (ms. 4), from which 
he inserted it into his text because he “judged that it had been 
omitted by the carelessness of scribes (arbitror omissum li- 
brariorum incuria).” 





8.39 πνεῦμα κυρίου 


Instead οἱ πνεῦμα κυρίου several witnesses, including A 
(correction by the first hand) 805 94 103 307 322 323 385 46 
1739 1765 2208 itm vem syr* “i * arm Ephraem Jerom: 
Angustine (D is defective here), read πγεῦμα ἅγιον ἐπέπεσεν 
ἐπὶ τὸν εὐνοῦχον, ἄγγελος δὲ (“the Holy Spirit fell on the 
eunuch, and an angel of the Lord caught up Philip”). Some 
scholars, holding the longer reading to be original, have ex- 
plained its absence in the other witnesses as due cither te 
accidental omission or to deliberate excision because of its 
variance with the account in verses 15-18, where it is implied 
that the Holy Spirit was bestowed only through the laying on 
of the hands of the apostles. 

On the other hand, most scholars have been impressed by 
the weight of attestation supporting the shorter text as well 
as by the probability that the words were added in order (a) to 
make explicit that the baptism of the Ethiopian was followed 
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by the gift of the Holy Spirit, and (Ὁ) to conform the account 
‘of Philip's departure to that of his commission (by an angel of 
the Lord, ver. 26). 


9.2 τῆς ὁδοῦ ὄντας 

‘There are six variant readings: τῆς ὁδοῦ ὄντας (ΒΟ Ιὲ 
L P many minuscules), ὄντας τῆς ὁδοῦ (p* δὲ A 81 8S 242 
AGT 915 1739 2208), τῆς ὁδοῦ ταύτης ὄντας (181 1838 al), ὄντας, 
τῆς ὁδοῦ ταύτης (104), τῆς ὁδοῦ (88 429" 522 1175 1827 1861 
cop), τῆς ὁδοῦ ταύτης (itt ve). It is clear that ταύτης 
was introduced at various positions by scribes who wished 
thereby to relieve the peculiarity of the term ἡ ὁδός, used here 
for the first time in reference to Christianity. The choice he- 
tween the reading of BC al and of ΡΝ A 81 1739 seems to 
depend upon which order would have appeared more difficult 
and therefore more likely to be altered to an easier sequence 
It is probable that scribes, in order to prevent the reader from 
taking ὄντας chiefly with what follows (“being both men and 
women”), moved the participle nearer τινάς, 





94-5 διώκεις {A} 


‘The clause σκληρόν σοι πρὸς κέντρα λακτίξειν is included 
after δμώκεις (ver. 4) in E431 vg™ ἘντΡ᾿ + Petilianus 
Jerome Augustine; and after διώκεις (ver. 5) in itet-"0 ygne 
Lucifer Ambrose. Although Clark argued that it would have 
been “inartistic” of Take not to include the clause in one 
‘or the other verses (Clark prefers ver. 4),! it is more probable 





Clark expresses himself as follows: “I find it diffieult to believe that 
‘the writer of Acts would reserve this picturesque detail for the third 
‘oceasion on whieh the story is told. Could he have been, to say the lenst, 
‘so inartistic?’ We should have expected the three aecounts to agree, or, 
failing this, that, if a striking detail was dropped, it would he in xsit7 
or xsvild” (The Acts of the Apostles, γι, 345). Luke evidently thought 
otherwise, for the second account of Paul's conversion is Jonger than 1 
first, and the third account is longer than the second; for a conveniey 
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that the words were introduced hy copyists who assimilated 
the passage to the account of Paul’s conversion given in 26.14, 
where the clause follows διώκεις (the text is firm). In support 
of this judgment is the lack of any reason which would satis- 
factorily account for the omission of the clause from verses 
4 or 5, had it stood there originally. Likewise, it is always 
suspicious when a variant reading, which agrees with a paralle] 
passage, has no fixed location but vacillates between two 
points of attachment in Western witnesses. 





9.5-6 διώκεις" ἀλλά [Δ] 


After διώκεις (and omitting ἀλλά of ver. 6) the Textus 
Receptus adds σκληρόν σοι πρὸς κέντρα λακτίζειν. (6) τρέμων 
τε καὶ θαμβῶν εἶπε, Κύριε, τί με θέλεις ποιῆσαι; καὶ ὁ κύριος 
πρὸς αὐτόν, which is rendered in the AV as follows: “it is hard 
for thee to kick against the pricks. (6) And he trembling and 
astonished said, Lord, what wilt thou have me to do? And 
the Lord said unto him,” So far as is known, no Greek witness 
reads these words ut this place; they have been taken from 
26.14 and 22,10, and are found here in codices of the Vul- 
gate, with which ith” κτλ "i * cop substantially agree (all 
except the Vulgate add after θαμβῶν the words ἐπὶ τῷ γεγονότι 
αὐτῷ, taken from 3.10). The spurious passage came into the 
‘Textus Reeeptus when Erasmus translated it from the Latin 
Vulgate into Greck and inserted it in his fist edition of the 
Greek New Testament (Basel, 1516). 








‘arrangement of the Greek text of the three accounts in parallel columns, 
xee Erwin Preuschen's commentary in the series Handbuch zum Neuen 
Testament (Cabingen, 1912}. 

Haenchen makes a threefold answer to Clark's a priori argument 
(a) Luke felt no obligation to repent description schematically; (6) the 
hellenistie proverb σκληρόν «τ. is appropriately introduced only before 
{the hellenistic audience in chap. 26; and (6) a good author holds somet! 
in reserve so that he can make a special point when he 
‘Therefore, it is not the B-text, but the D-text that 
(BE, Hnenchen, “Zur Text der Apostelgeschichte,” Zeitschrift fir Theologic 
und Kirche, ταῖν (1956), pp. 271) 
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9.8 ἠγέρθη... γῆς 

Instead of the statement ἠγέρθη δὲ Σαῦλος ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς, 
several Western witnesses heighten the pathos of the account 
by reading ἔφη δὲ πρὸς αὐτοὺς, "Byeiparé με ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς 
(ἄν vga"), followed by καὶ ἐγειράντων αὐτόν (it Ephraem). 


9.8 οὐδέν 


Instead of οὐδέν (p* 8 A* B itt vg syr™” cops") οὐδένα. 
is read by A? C Ee H L Ρ 614 and many others (in codex 
Sinaiticus the letter a seems to have been begun above the line, 
but was left unfinished), The latter reading entered the Textus 
Receptus and lies pehind the AV, “he saw no man.” 


9.12 


Because the verse is absent from the Old Latin h, Blass 
omitted it from his Roman cdition of Acts and Hilgenfeld 
bracketed it. ‘There is, however, as Knowling remarks, no 
apparent reason why it should have heen inserted if not genuine, 
as it is not influenced by any parallel passuge. After a lengthy 
discussion of problems, some real, some imaginary, which 
have been found in the verse, Corssen? contents himself with 
the deletion of ἐν ὁράματι and 'Ανανίαν ὀνόματι. Clark, with- 
out mafnseript support, prefers to place ver. 12 immediately 
after ver. 9. Although Clark professes to find “admirable sense”” 
in this sequence, the rearrangement leaves the introduction 
‘of ver. 10 (Clark’s ver. 11) extremely inept, for now Ananias 
is introduced as though he were unknown (ἦν δὲ τις μαθητὴς 
ἐν Δαμασκῷ ὀνόματι ‘Avavias) despite his having been men- 
tioned by name in the immediately preceding sentence. 

It seems best to regard the absence of the verse from ith 


28. J. Knowling, The Ezpositor’s Greek Testament, vol. 11, p. 238. 

> Peter Corssen, Der Cyprianische Text der Acta aposiotorum (Bertin, 
1902), pp. 21-23. : 

AC. Clark, The Acts of the Apostles, pp. li and 845. 
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as due to an accident in transcription, occasioned perhaps by the 
presence of the name Ananias early in both ver. 12 and ver. 13, 


9.15 ἄνδρα [ἐν ὁράματι] {C} 


The fact that the words ἐν ὁράματι stand in several posi- 
tions in the manuscripts may suggest that the phrase is an 
explanatory gloss introduced to complete the sense of εἶδεν, 
On the other hand, since ἐν ὁράματι had just been used (in 
10), the second instance (though referring to a different 
vision) may have been omitted as apparently redundant 
Moreover, inattentive seribes would be likely to confuse 
ὁράματι with the following ὀνόματι, which also varies in 
position (the Textus Receptus, following H L P and many 
other manuscripts, reads ὀνόματι ‘Avavias, and ὀνόματι is 
omitted by cop eth Chrysostom). It should be noted, as 
Haenchen observes, that the sequence of words in B Ὁ is 
unusual (but not unknown to Luke; ef. the preferred reading 
in 14.8), and therefore may have been amended in the later 
manuscripts. 

In view of the balance of possibilities a majority of the 
Committee decided to retain the words in the text enclosed 
within square brackets. 











9.17 "Inaods 

Although the word Ἰησοῦς, which is absent from H L ΡΨ 
5 218 255 257 326 383 431 467 623 927 1311 1838 2143 cop 
eth, may have come into the text from ver. 5 (as John Mill 
thought), a majority of the Committee was impressed by the 
weight of early and diverse external support for its inclusion 
(p*" 8 A Β Ὁ E most minuscules vg). 


9.18. ἀνέβλεψέν τε 

In order to heighten the account concerning the restoration 
of Paul's eyesight, παραχρῆμα is added by C? E L many 
minuscules syr? cop* arm eth Chrysostom. The gloss came 
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into the ‘Textus Receptus, whence the AV renders “and he 
received sight forthwith” (the translators avoided using “imme- 
diately” because they had employed this word earlier in the 
sentence for εὐθέως). 


9.19 ἡμέρας τινάς ‘ 

The reading of ρῷ ἡμέρας ἱκανάς (compare it* dies plurimos) 
is a seribal modification, introduced perhaps under the in- 
uence of the similar phrase in ver, 23. 


9.20 ᾿]ησοῦν ν 

ding Ἰησοῦν (pA BCE 61 vg syr cop" 
Ἢ ἐμηξια μϑῖ (probably for doctrinal reasons) by the 
reading Χριστόν (Η 1, P arm™ al), which was taken into the 
Textus Receptus and so into the AV. But, as Alford pointed 
out long ago, “the following τὸ ὄνομα τοῦτο (ver. 21) is decisive 
for the reading Ἰησοῦν, and οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ χριστός (ver. 22) 
still more so” (The Greek Testament, ad loc.). 


9.22 ἐνεδυναμοῦτο ΠΝ 

Copyists added the words ἐν τῷ λόγῳ (C (om. ἐν) E 407 
ith? cop?) to make it lear that the statement, “Saul increased 
all the more in strength,” refers to his power in preaching and 
not merely to his recovery of physical strength (compare 


ver. 19). 


9.22 Χριστός ples} 

xX, 6s the Western text, preserved in iteie, adds 
as Ris. By) εὐδόκησεν ὁ θεός. According to Lake and 
Cadbury, “{this] may be the original reading, for it is not at 
all the type of addition which was customary at any late date, 
and it may have been omitted for theological reasons.’> On 
the other hand, however, in view of the complete absence of the 





5 The Beginnings of Christianity, val. 1v, p. 105. 
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reading from all Greek manuscripts of Acts, it is safer to regard 
the clause as a scribal gloss derived from either Mt 3.17 or Lk 
3.22 (compare 2 Pe 1.17). 


3.34. ἡμέρας τε καὶ νυκτὸς ὅπως αὐτὸν ἀνέλωσιν 

Several witnesses (A 181 242 323 1898), having been con- 
formed to Paul's account of the incident (2 Cor 11.32), read 
ὅπως πιάσωσιν αὐτὸν ἡμέρας καὶ νυκτός. 


9.20 οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ 

The oldest reading extant in the manuscripts appears to be 
οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ (p* 8 A BC 81" ve al). This was altered 
(perhaps because in verses 19 and 26 μαθηταί is used abso- 
lutely) to of μαθηταὶ αὐτόν (69 81°), or to αὐτὸν οἱ μαθηταὶ 
(Σ Ἢ L P syre cops» arm al, followed by the ‘Textus Re- 
ceptus), or to of μαθηταὶ (8 36 429 al). 

Since it is scarcely conceivable that Jewish converts to 
Christianity at Damascus would be called “Paul's disciples,’ 
various attempts have been made to alleviate the difficulty 
which the best attested reading involves. Occasionally the 
genitive αὐτοῦ is construed as the object of λαβόντες (“taking 
hold of him’),* but the sequence of words us well as the un- 
natural sense stand against this expedient. To assume, as 
Rengstorf does, that these disciples had been Paul’s “com- 
panions on the way to Damascus, who through his own leader 
ship and by his witness had themselves come to the faith,’” 
is totally gratuitous. The most satisfactory solution appears 
to be the conjecture that the oldest extant text arose through 
seribal inadvertence, when an original αὐτόν was taken as 
αὐτοῦ." 





5 80, e.g, Henry Alford, The Greek Testament, ad ioe. 

7K. H. Rengstorf in Kittel's Theologische Worterbuch eum Newen Testa 
ment, vol. τν, p, 464 [English trans., p. 459]. The variant roading in 14.20 
DE κυκλωσάντων δὲ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ provides no real explanation 
for the present verse, 

"Compare B. Haenchen, A postelgeschichle, ad loc. 
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9.26 ἐπείραζεν. 0 

‘The reading ἐπειρᾶτο, which is from the usual verb in 
dlassical Greek meaning “to try {to do something],"” was i 
troduced into the later text (0 HL P many minuscules, tolled 
ty the Textus Reeeptus) in place of ἐπείραζεν (Pt 8 ABC 
61 81 al), The substitution was made because the latter ver ὺ 
which ἰδ much more common in the New Testament, ordinari ly 
has a different sense (“10 make trial of, tempt’) from its 
meaning here. 


9.81... ἐκκλησία. « . elyer. . . οἰκοδομουμένη καὶ 
πορενομένη . . . ἐπληθύνετο [Β] ᾿ 

᾿ e of the witnesses which read the singul lar 
Misia το τέσος to those that read the plural. The singular 
can hardly be ἃ scribal modifieation in the interest of ae 
the idea of the unity of the church, for in that case re s ei 
have expected similar modifications in 15.41 and a ie 3 
there is no doubt that the plural number éxxAna! a ee 
original text. More probably the singular number ἊΣ iva 
been altered to the plural in order to conform to ‘the two later 


passages. 


9.84 ἰᾶται ὶ 

‘The verb form which is spelled carat may be aevented either 
as present tense ((@rat) or perfect tense (Carat). The seats 
of codex Vaticanus undoubtedly took the form ie ie oe 
perfect tense, for he wrote it earat, as he did also at δ ἕ a 
where there is no question that the perfect tense is intended. 








9.34. Ἰησοῦς Χριστός : 
i ἢ bi és (“Jesus the 

the expression Ἰησοῦς ὁ Χριστός (“J 
Ria by AB EHL P and most minuseules, seems 


+See H. 1. Cadbury, “Δ Possible Perfect in Acts ix.34," Journal of 
Theological Studies, κατα (1948), pp. 57-58. 
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to have a certain primitiveness, a majority of the Committee 
was impressed by the weight of the witnesses that omit the 
article (ρ 8 BY Ὁ Ψ 048 33 1175 al). The prefixing of ὁ κύριος 
(in A 36 94 181 307 441 vg cop* arm eth) is obviously a sec- 
ondary development. 


9.36 Σαρῶνα 


‘The testimony of most early witnesses converges upon the 
spelling Σαρῶνα (p** (-pp- A) BC E). The scribes of p® 
and of numerous minuscules (followed by the Textus Receptus). 
not observing that the word was already accusative from 
Zapwv, added -ν, making it accusative from Σαρωνᾶς. The 
spelling with prefixed alpha (Λσσάρωνα in Η 1, (Λσα- P) 
38 al) may be, as Zahn suggested," in imitation of the Hebrew 
article, although the Aramaic article was already indicated 
by the final τα, 1 





9.38 δύο ἄνδρας 


The sending of two messengers (δύο ἄνδρας, read by ραν 
ΒΑ BC E and most minuscules) is in accord with Near 
Eastern customs.!! The omission of the words in some witnesses 
(HL P W 104 326 383 440 536 920 al) may he due to influence 
from 10.19 (see the comments there). 


9.88 


At the close of the verse eop®® adds “for the city was not 
far away. And when the men had gone there, they begged 
him to come with them without delay.” 








© Theodor Zahn, Die A postelgeschichte des Lucas (Leipzig unc ingen, 
1919), p. 336, n. 27. a Fe 

"See J. dereminy, “Paarwrise Sendung im Neuen Testament,” New 
Testament Essaya: Studies in Memory of Thomas. Water Wonson 
‘edited by A. J. B. Higgins (Manchester, 1959), pp. 136-143. 
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9.40 


After ἀνάστηθι several Western witnesses (it#=” yg 
sy ΤῊΝ κι cop*®67 arm Cyprian Ambrose) add in slightly 
varying forms the words ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν 
Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ (“in the name of our Lord Jesus ΟἾΜΑΙ"); 
compare 4.10, “in the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth,” 
Another Western reading is the addition of παραχρῆμα 
(“immediately”) before ἤνοιξεν (Ε its*” cop Speculum). 





942 τῆς 

‘The word τῆς is absent from p® B C* but. present in appur- 
ently all other Greek witnesses, Should the acknowledged 
exeellence of codex Vaticanus and the early age of p® (third 
century) be regarded as decisive in adopting the shorter text, 
or should the reading of the overwhelming mass of manuseripts 
be preferred? Since Luke always uses the definite article after 
καθ᾽ ὅλης (Lk 4.14; 23.5; Ac 9.81; 10.37), and in view of a 
certain tendency on the part of the scribe of Vatieanus o¢ea- 
sionally to omit the article, the Committee regarded its: absence 
from the three witnesses as accidental. 





943 ἡμέρας ἱκανὰς μεῖναι 


‘There are three variant readings: ἡμέρας ἱκανὰς μεῖναι 
(ΝΡ B 3 209* 216 1175 1739 geo), αὐτὸν ἡμέρας ἱκανὰς 
μεῖναι (ρ 8° A E 18 81 181 242 828 328 429 441 920 2298 al), 
and ἡμέρας ἱκανὰς μεῖναι αὐτὸν ( 1, P most minuscules, 
followed by the ‘Textus Reeeptus), A majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred ἡμέρας ἱκανὰς μεῖναι as the most difficult 
reading {it is also the earliest attested reading—p* is third 
century, δὲ and B are fourth), In order to clarify the con- 
struction scribes supplied αὐτόν either before or after ἡμέρας 
ἱκανὰς μεῖναι. 





370 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


10.3 περί 


‘The Textus Reeeptus, following L P W and most minuseules, 
omits περί. The word, which apparently was dropped by 
copyists who deemed it superfluous, is decisively supported 
by pS A BC E 36.642 808 al. 


10.5 τινά {B} 


The presence of τινά after Σέμωνα is altogether appropriate 
in the mouth of Cornelius, to whom Peter was unknown, 
On the other hand, however, the expression “ἃ certain Simon 
who is called Peter” may have seemed to copyists to lack 
proper respect. for the chief of the apostles, and so the he- 
littling τινά was dropped. 


10.6 


At the close of the verse several minuscules (321 322 48 
453 400 467) add from 11.14 the words ὃς λαλήσει ῥήματα 
πρὸς σε, ἐν ols σωθήσῃ σὺ Kal πᾶς ὁ οἶκός cov. A similar 
phrase, οὗτος λαλήσει σοι Τί σε δεῖ ποιεῖν, which is found in 
69% 1611 and in several Latin manuseripts (it is included in 
the Clementine Vulgate, but not in Wordsworth and White's 
edition), somehow got into the Textus Receptus (perhaps 
Erasmus translated it into Greck, on the model of 9.6), and 
80 the AV renders, “he shall tell thee what thou oughtest to do."” 


10.9 ἕκτην 


Instead of “sixth” hour 8€ 225 al read “ninth” (ἐνάτη»), 
making Peter’s prayer coincide with Cornelius’s prayer (ver. 30 





10.10 ἐγένετο (2) 


Instead of the second instance of ἐγένετο, the later text 
(E L P many minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus) 
substitutes ἐπέπεσεν, which not only avoids the repetition of 
ἐγένετο but provides a more appropriate word with ἔκστασις. 
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καὶ καταβαῖνον σκεῦός τι ὡς ὀθόνην μεγάλην 
τέσσαρσιν ἀρχαῖς καθιέμενον [0] 

Apparently the Western text lacked καταβαῖνον (it is 
omitted by it* syr?* cop® Didascalia [in Apostolie Constitu- 
tions]) and described the vessel as “tied (δεδεμένον) at (the) 
four corners.” In the text of the old uncials, which read 
καταβαῖνον, the vessel is said to be “lowered (καϑιέμενον) by 
(the) four corners.” A majority of the Committee judged that 
witnesses which have all three participles are conflate, and 
preferred the reading supported by p ΝΑ B (C2) itt vg geo, 


10.11 


10.12 τετράποδα καὶ ἑρπετὰ τῆς γῆς (Bi 
Copyists recollecting the similar but fuller account in 11.6 
produced a variety of expanded readings; thus, the usual 
expression (kai) τὰ θηρία was introduced before or after 
τὰ ἑρπετά, or alter τῆς γῆς. The reading that hest explains 
the origin of the others is also well attested (p & A B 81 


326 630 ite vg syr? al). 








10.13 Πέτρε 


‘The omission of Πέτρε from p* itt Ambrose is probably 

accidental. 
, 
10.16 εὐθὺς ἀνελήμφθη (ΟἹ 

‘The readings with πάλιν before or after ἀνελήμφθη reflect 
scribal assimilation to the parallel account in 11.10, Of the 
other readings, a majority of the Committee preferred εὐθὺς 
ἀνελήμφθη, which is well supported by p™ 8 A ΒΟ Ee 8188 
1877 vg syr*™ αἱ. 

[Since the adverb εὐθύς occurs nowhere else in Acts (though 
εὐθέως occurs nine times), and in view of the unexplained 
absence of any adverb in p® 307 453 610 1175 and a variety 
of versional and patristic witnesses, it is preferable to enclose 
εὐθύς within square brackets. B.M.M. and A.W] 
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10.17 ἑαυτῷ [0] 


A few Western witnesses (D it»), influenced perhaps by 
12.11, add the circumstantial detail, “Now when Peter came to 
himself, he was perplexed ....” 


10.17 ἰδού 


The Textus Receptus, following © D EL P and most minus. 
cules, reads καὶ ἰδού. A majority of the Committee, impressed! 
by the weight of p*" 8 A B 81 181 242 255 429 al, preferred 
the reading ἰδού without καί. 





{The probability that modification would have gone from 
the more difficult (Hebraic) reading. involving an apparently 
superfluous καί, to the easier reading makes it preferable to 
adopt the reading with xal—or at least to read καί enclosed 
within square bruckets, B.M.M.] 


10.17 ὑπό 


Instead of ὑπό (ρ & BE 81 94 122 181 209 234 242 328 
614) the Textus Receptus (following A C D L P and many 
minuscules) reads ἀπό, being influenced perhaps by the preposi- 
tion in ἀπεσταλμένοι. 


10.19 [αὐτῷ] 


‘The omission of αὐτῷ (in B) appears to be accidental, yet 
because of the variation in position of the pronoun in the 
other readings, it was thought best to represent the possibility 
that the shorter (ext was original and to enclose αὐτῷ within 
square brackets, Of the two readings, εἶπεν τὸ πνεῦμα αὐτῷ 
(p* & A C 69 81 431 1898 al) and εἶπεν αὐτῷ τὸ πνεῦμα (p* 
D I. 1; P most minuseules, followed by the Textus Receptus) 
a majority of the Committee preferred the one attested by the 
oldest known witness (p*). 
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10.19 τρεῖς {C} 


The evidence for and against each of the three variant 
readings is curiously kaleidescopic, and a ease can be made 
for each of them. (1) The reading of codex Vaticanus assumes 
that only the two servants, mentioned in ver. 7, need be men- 
tioned as messengers, the soldier serving as guard. It is possible 
that scribes, not observing the reason lying behind the use οἵ 
δύο, corrected what they supposed was an error either by 
deleting the word or by substituting τρεῖς (in aceord with 
11.11). 

ὯΔ ‘The reading τρεῖς is strongly supported by diversified 
external evidence. Assuming this reading to be original, one 
can explain the origin of δύο a8 the work of a discriminating 
seribe and the absence of the word as an accidental omission 
after ἄνδρες (-Apectpeic). 

(8) If, as is usual in similar cases, the shortest reading is 
regarded as original (compare ἄνδρας, ver. 5), recollection of 
ver. 7 or 11.11 would have induced seribes to include a numeral 
with ἄνδρες. 

‘On balance, it seemed to the Committee that the least 
unsatisfactory solution was to adopt the reading supported by: 
by the broadest spectrum of external evidence. 


10.19 ζητοῦσιν 


Instead of ζητοῦσιν, read by the overwhelming number of 
witnesses, ζητοῦντες is read by p’* 8 B and 81 (the latter has 
the orthographic variant vrais, which was pronounced like 
-vres). A majority of the Committee, impressed by the pre- 
ponderance of the external evidence, preferred ζητοῦσιν. 


[If the finite verb were original it is difficult to understand 
what would have induced the scribes of pi Β 81 to substitute 
the participle. On the other hand, when the sentence-building 
power of lod was forgotten, the emergence of the reading 
ζητοῦσιν would have been almost inevitable. B.M.M.| 
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10.21-23 


‘The Western text differs in several minor details, In ver. 21 
instead of καταβὰς δέ D E syr? read τότε καταβάς, and before 
τίς D syr add the solemn but superfluous τί, θέλετε # (by 
itacism D reads θέλεται). In ver. 22 D syr? cop add πρὸς 
αὐτὸν after εἶπαν, and after Κορνήλιος Ds syr? add rus. In 
ver, 23 instead of εἰσκαλεσάμενος οὖν (the verb is hapar 
legomenon in the New Testament), D it? syr? read τότε 
εἰσαγαγὼν ὁ Πέτρος. 


10.24 εἰσῆλθεν [0] 


Although εἰσῆλθον may have been altered to the singular 
number in order to agree with ἐξῆλθεν in the previous verse, 
& majority of the Committee judged that transcriptional 
probability favors εἰσῆλθεν, since it is preceded and followed 
by plurals (συνῆλθον and αὐτούς) to which copyists would 
have been tempted to assimilate it. 


10.25 


‘The expansion in the Western text of this verse appears 
to have arisen from reflecting upon the difficulty involved 
in the ordinary text, that Cornelius could not have known 
exactly when to go out to meet Peter and to summon his 
smen and close friends to his home. The text of D, sup- 
ported by itt syr"* cop” and in part by it? and other Latin 
witnesses, reads: προσεγγίζοντος δὲ τοῦ Πέτρου εἰς τὴν 
Καισάριαν προδραμὼν εἷς τῶν δούλων διεσάφησεν παρα- 
“γεγονέναι αὐτόν. ὁ δὲ Κορνήλιος ἐκπηδήσας καὶ... (“And 
as Petr was drawing near to Caesarea, one of the servants! 














\ The servant, as it seems, is one of the two whom Cornelius had sent 
to fetch Peter (verses 7 and 28), and not one posted by Cornelius to watch 
for the apostle’s coming (as E. J. Epp suggests, The Theological Tendency 
of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts, p. 161), nor one of Peter's own 
servants (as R. P. C, Hanson assumes, Neie Teslament Studies. x1 (1965-66), 
p. 221), 
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ran ahead and announced that he had arrived. And Cornelius 
jumped up and. ..”)? 


10,26-29 


Instead of ἀνάστηθι in ver. 26 D reads τί ποιεῖς; (compare 
7.26 τί ποιεῖτε; D, and 14.15); both expressions are conflated 
in it? syr™, and it”? adds dewm adora (compare τῷ θεῷ 
προσκύνησον, Re 19.10; 22.9). In the same vein Ὧν E itso 
var add ὡς καὶ σύ after εἰμι. In ver. 27 D omits συνομιλῶν. 
αὐτῷ, perhaps because it was regarded as superfluous. With 
the addition in ver. 28 of βέλτιον before ἐφίστασθε in Ὁ (“you 
yourselves know very well”), compare the similar heightening 
in Ὁ at 4.16. The insertion of ἀνδρί before ἀλλοφύλῳ in DP 
syr® cop" may be due to the presence of the same word enslier 
in the sentence. In ver, 20 after μεταπεμφθείς D Κα it” fill 
‘ont the expression with the obvious ὑφ᾽ ὑμῶν. 


10.30 τὴν ἐνάτην [Ὁ] 

‘The Textus Receptus, supported by a diversified and re- 
spectable array of witnesses, appears to be clear and straight- 
forward: ᾿Απὸ τετάρτης ἡμέρας μέχρι ταύτης τῆς ὥρας ἤμην 
νηστεύων, καὶ τὴν ἐνάτην ὥραν προσευχόμενος ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ 
μου, which ought to mean, “From the fourth day until this 
hour I was fasting, and while keeping the ninth hour of prayer 
in my house” (the reading in D ἀπὸ τῆς τρίτης ἡμέρας may 
have arisen when the scribe counted the three instances of 
ἐπαύριον in verses 9, 23, and 24). The superficial impression, 
however, that Cornelius had been fasting for the immediately 
preceding four days is clearly erroneous, for the terminus of 
the fasting was the sudden appearance of a man in bright 
clothing who told him to send to Joppa, ete. Instead, therefore, 








2 For a discussion of the difficulties in both the Alexandrian and the 
Western forms of text, see Peter Coresen in Goltingische gelekrte Aneriaen, 
ἄρσιν (1896), pp. 437 f 
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of counting forward four days (or three, according to D), we 
must take ἀπὸ τετάρτης ἡμέρας to mean “four days ago.” 

Great difficulty arises with μέχρι ταύτης τῆς ὥρας, which 
ought to be “until this (very) hour” (the variant reading in 
Ὁ μέχρι τῆς ἄρτι ὥρας has substantially the same sense), 
but which, since the preceding ἀπό cannot signify “from,” must 
mean cither “at this (very) hour” or “about this (very) hour.” 

Since, however, it is highly questionable whether μέχρι 
can bear either of these meanings, several scholars have proposed 
conjectural emendations in order to remove the word from 
the text. Lake and Cadbury, for example, think it possible 
that either “the author or # seribe was misled by the sugges- 
tion of ἀπό to write its usual correlative μέχρι. "" Blass and 
Schmicdel rewrite the passage, getting rid of both ἀπό and 
μέχρι. The former conjectures τετάρτην ἡμέραν ταύτην ἤμην." 
and the latter proposes πρὸ τετάρτης ἡμέρας ἀπὸ ταύτης τῆς 
ὥρας ἤμην" 

Since, however, it is just possible that the Greck may he 
explained as colloquial koine or as Semitized Greek,’ the 
Committee decided to retain both the ἀπό and the péxpe 
phrases. 

Although the words νηστεύων κα may have been deleted in 
some copies beeause nothing is said in the previous account of 
Cornelius’s fasting, it is more probable that they were added 





+ For this use of ἀπό, see Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, #.v. (11.2.0). 

' The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. tv, p. 118. Haenchen adopts the 
view that a seribe was the culprit. who’ erroncously introduced. μέχρυ 
(Die Apostelgeschichte, ad loc.). 

* Theologische Studien und Kritiken, uxrx (1896), pp. 463f., and Acta 
apolar. secundaria gue ier Romanam Ci 1998) 

ΦΡ, ΝΥ, Schmiedel, “Ein Paar Konjekturen 2um Text des: 
mentes,” Festgabe Adolf Kaegi von Schitlern und Freunden 
feld, 1919), pp. 170-181 
‘or the latter explanation, see C. C. Torrey, The Composition and 
Dale of Acts, pp. 34f, who supposes the Greek to represent #2972 REY TE 
ST SnD? τν 
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to the text by those who thought that fasting should precede 
baptism (compare 9.9 and Didache 7.4 κελεύσεις δὲ νηστεῦσαι. 
τὸν βαπτιζόμενον πρὸ μιᾶς ἢ δὺο). 


10.32 θάλασσαν (C} 


The concluding clause, ὃς παραγενόμενος λαλήσει σοι 
(translated in the AV “Who, when he cometh, shall speak 
unto thee"), appears to be an innocuous expansion in the 
Western text (DE itt*'s6i syrk) which was later in- 
corporated into the Byzantine text (HI. P many minuseules) 
Although it ean be argued that the clause was pruned from the 
‘Alexandrian text as an unnecessary and, indeed, an awkward 
‘appendage (strictly ὅς refers to Σίμων Bupoets), a majority 
of the Committee regarded it as @ circumstantial expansion, 
to be compared with the partial parallel in 11.14, 





10.33 


‘The Western text modifies the verse in several respects: 
“go 1 sent to you at once, asking you to come to us (παρακαλῶν 
ἐλθεῖν σε [D* omits σεὶ πρὸς ἡμᾶς, D it? ve™ syr™™ cop), 
and you have been kind enough to come quickly (ἐν τάχει D). 
Now behold (ἰδοί' D syr* instead of οὖν, and πάρεσμεν omitted) 
we all are before you (σου instead of τοῦ θεοῦ, see following 
comments), wishing to hear from you (βουλόμενοι παρὰ σοῦ 
D*) the things that you have been commanded from God (ἀπὸ 
τοῦ θεοῦ instead of ὑπὸ τοῦ κυρίου [see following comments}).”” 

Of tinese alterations, Ropes (in loc.) thinks that the Semitism 
involved in ἰδού, with the omission of the following πάρεσμεν, 
may be preferable to the usual reading with οὖν. On the other 
hand, the presence of οὖν twice in the previous verse may have 
led to its being dropped here. 


10,33 ἐνώπιον τοῦ θεοῦ [ΟἹ 


Although Ropes and Haenchen hold ἐνώπιόν σου (D* it? 
vg syr?-=K° eop*) to be preferable to the more religious 
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phrase ἐνώπιον τοῦ θεοῦ, a majority of the Committee pre- 
ferred the latter reading, which is supported by p* 8 A ΒΟ 
D? E HL P and almost all minuscules, and which is a Sep- 
tuagintal phrase very much in the style of Luke. 


10.33 ὑπό 


There are four variant readings: ἀπό (p* A C D), παρά 
(Φ), ὑπέρ (1175), and ὑπό (Ν᾽ BH 1, P and apparently all 
other witnesses). The reasons for variety in the preposition 
are not clear, though possibly the variant readings κυρίου and 
θεοῦ may have had some influence. On the basis of the weight 
of the external evidence the Committee preferred ὑπό. 


10.33 τοῦ κυρίου {C} 


Although θεοῦ may have been altered to κυρίου in order to 
avoid repetition with the preceding θεοῦ, the Committee was 
not impressed by the weight of the evidence supporting θεοῦ. 
Considerations of intrinsic fitness are inconclusive, for, although 
it may be argued that θεός would be more appropriate than 
κύριος in the mouth of a Gentile proselyte, it is possible that a 
copyist as well as the author may have been moved by such a 
consideration. 


10,36-38 


In several respects the Greek of the Alexandrian text is 
harsh: (1) both sentences lack connecting particles; (2) ἀρξά- 
μένος cannot be syntactically construed; and (3) the abrupt 
apposition of Ἰησοῦν τὸν ἀπὸ Ναζαρέθ to ῥῆμα is far from 
idiomatie. Besides several scribal efforts at amelioration, modern 
attempts to account for the unusual Greek include (1) the 
theory that an Aramaic original was translated literalistically 
into poor Greek (see the following comments); and (2) the 
suggestion that the text, being unrevised, is a conflation of 
two different drafts of essentially the same sentence, namely 
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(a) ὑμεῖς οἴδατε τὸν λόγον ὃν ἀπέστειλεν... (οὗτός ἐστιν 
πάντων κύριος) and (6) ὑμεῖς οἴδατε τὸ γενόμενον ῥῆμα... 
Ἰησοῦν" 

Despairing of construing the text as it stands, Preuschen 
conjectured that originally the text may have run as follows, 
ὑμεῖς οἴδατε τὸν λόγον, ὃν ἀπέστειλεν τοῖς υἱοῖς ᾿Ισραὴλ 
εὐαγγελιζόμενος εἰρήνην διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ ἀπὸ 
Ναζαρέθ, ὡς ἔχρισεν αὐτὸν KT A! 


10.36 τὸν λόγον [dv] [6] 


The insertion of γάρ before λόγον in ΟΥ̓Κ Der G14 yr? 
vith * eop™ Speculum is an obvious alleviation of the abruptness 
of the usual text, and were it original there is no reason why 
the word should have been deleted, 

Either the addition or the omission of ὅν can be defended 
on palaeographical grounds (dittozraphy or haplography with 
the preceding τον). Of the two readings the one with the 
relative pronoun is the more difficult. According to Torrey, 
the un-Greek suspended construction of τὸν λόγον ὅν reflects 
‘exactly a perfectly idiomatic sentence in Aramaic." 

Considering the alternative possibilities, none of which 
is free from difficulties, a majority of the Committee judged 
that the least unsatisfactory solution was to retain ὅν in the 
text, ¢nclosed within square brackets. 


10.27 ἀρξάμενος 
‘The use of the pendent nominative, ἀρξάμενος (Ὁ ΝΑ BC 
D E11 1739 al), which is to be taken in a quasi-adverbial sense, 


* C.F. D. Moule, Bzpository Times, ταν (1958-54), pp. 220 

+ Erwin Preuschen in Handbuch 2um Neuen Testament, ad toe. 

*C. C. Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acts, pp. 27 and 354. 
Le suggests that the postulated Aramaic original might also be translated, 
“As for the word which the Lord of All sent to the children of Israel, 
proclaiming good tidings of peace through Jesus Christ, you know what 
took place... 
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can be paralleled not only in Greck inscriptions and papyri® 
but also in Xenophon and Plutarch”; one is therefore not 
compelled to resort, as Torrey does, to an Aramaic idiom in 
which 72 812 amounts to not much more than “from.” 
In any case, however, the nominatious pendens is sufficiently 
unusual so that scribes would have attempted to improve the 
grammar either by altering it to the accusative (p® LP 69 81 
most minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus), or by 
retaining the nominative and adding γάρ (A D it? syr* 
Irenacus™)—which is described by Blass-Debrunner as a 
futile attempt to ameliorate the construction. 


10.40 [ἐν] τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ (C} 


The reading μετὰ τὴν τρίτην ἡμέραν (D* ἐππ.5) may be 
either an attempt to harmonize the expression with that of 
Mt 27.63, ete., or, as Harris argues, may be an idiosynerasy of 
codex Bezae (as also in Mt 16.21; 17.23) that reflects the Latin 
post tertivm diem, meaning “the third day after.” 

In support of the reading ἐν τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ (8* Ο al) 
‘Tischendorf observes that ἐν after ἤγειρεν could have easily 
fallen out, and that seribes would have a tendency to sub- 
stitute the much more customary expression τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ. 
On the other hand, however, a majority of the Committee, 
judging that it was also possible that é had been accidentally 
introduced through dittography, considered it preferable to 
enclose the word within square brackets, indicating thereby a 
certain doubt that it belongs in the text. 

"See J. Hl, Moulton, Prolegomena, ard ed., p. 240, and Moulton and 
Milligan, Vocabulary, s.v. 

"See J. W. Hunkin, “Pleonastie ἄρχομαι in the New Testament,” 
Journal of Theological Studies, xxv (1924), pp. 391 ἢ. 

"©. C. Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acts, pp. 25. Cf. Max 
Wilcox, The Semitisms of Acts (Oxford, 1965), p. 150, who finds no reason 
to regard the esprossion as an Aramaist, 

* Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 137, 8. 

5, R. Harris, Coder Bezae, pp. 91 
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10.41 


Toward the end of the verse several Western witnesses 
(with minor variations) make two additions to the usual text 
‘who ate and drank with him and accompanied (him), after he 
rose from the dead, for forty days” (after αὐτῷ D? itt» syr* 
add καὶ συνανεστράφημεν [D reads συνεστράφημει], and 
ἡμέρας [δι' ἡμέρων ΕἸ τεσσεράκοντα is added before μετά by it? 
vg™ syr* and after νεκρῶν by D E itt vga cop). It may 
be observed that in Acts codex Bezae is fond of συστρέφειν, 
which it introduces also in 11.28; 16.39; 17.5. 


10.42 οὗτος 


Instead of οὗτος (B C Der Ex 33 94 103 104 307 323 489 
614 623 913 1739 1765 1827 1838 1891 syr™* cop" al) the 
Textus Receptus, following p* 8 A H P 69 81 it vg cth αἱ, 
reads αὐτός. A majority of the Committee was impressed not, 
‘only by the weight of the witnesses that support οὗτος, but 
also by the consideration that sinee οὗτος might be taken to 
have a depreciatory implication, it was more likely to be 
altered to αὐτός than vice versa, 


10.46 γλώσσαις 


Several Western witnesses qualify “tongues” with one or 
another adjective; thus it? (De has an erasure at this point) 
reads praevaricatis linguis, which may presuppose an original 
Greek reading ποικίλαις (Hilgenfeld), or καιναῖς (Blass), or 
ἑτέραις (Ropes and A. C. Clark); a manuscript of the Vulgate 
reads lingwis variis; cop read “other tongues”; and the 
anonymous treatise on Rebaptism reads linguis suis. 





10.485 αὐτούς 


Since προστάσσειν is usually construed with the dative of 
the person commanded and the accusative of the thing com- 
manded, it is probable that αὐτοῖς (p" 8 A 33 al) is a learned 
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correction introduced by those who did not perceive that 
αὐτοὺς serves as the subject of the following infinitive. 


10.48 ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ [0] 


‘Although it may be argued that the primitive reading was 
τοῦ κυρίου, which was expanded or supplanted by Ἰησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ in order to denote more precisely the specific char- 
acter of the baptism, the Committee was impressed by the 
weight and diversity of the witnesses that read Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. 
In any case, the reading τοῦ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ is clearly a 
conflation. 


111 "Ἤκουσαν..... ᾿Ιουδαίαν. 


Instead of the customary text codex Beane, substantially 
supported by syr®, reads ᾿Ακουστὸν δὲ ἐγένετο τοῖς ἀποστόλοις 
καὶ τοῖς ἀδελφοῖς τοῖς (οἱ D*) ἐν τῇ ᾿Ιουδαίᾳ. Although Ropes 
preferred the Western reading becauso it is more Semitic than 
the B-text, a majority of the Committee was unwilling to 
abandon the weight of the testimony of the rest of the wit- 
nesses, particularly since in this case D contains the word 
ἀκουστόν, which appears nowhere else in the New Testament. 
ἮΝ may also be pointed out that at the end of the verse several 
Western witnesses add the comment, “and they glorified God” 
(μιαινα gms μγτὸ =i +), 





12 


‘The text of several Western witnesses (D it? vg™* syr* 
“it + op) differs widely from that preserved in other wit- 
nesses. Codex Bezae reads ὁ μὲν οὖν Πέτρος διὰ ἱκανοῦ χρόνοι 
ἠθέλησε πορευθῆναι εἰς ᾿Ἱεροσόλυμα᾽ καὶ προσφωνήσας τοὺς 
ἀδελφοὺς καὶ ἐπιστηρίξας αὐτοὺς, πολὺν λόγον ποιούμενος. 
διὰ τῶν χωρῶν διδάσκων αὐτοὺτ᾽ ὃς καὶ κατήντησεν αὐτοῖς 
καὶ ἀπήγγειλεν αὐτοῖς τὴν χάριν τοῦ θεοῦ. οἱ δὲ ἐκ περιτομῆς 
ἀδελφοὶ διεκρίνοντο πρὸς αὐτόν (“Peter, therefore, for ἃ 
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considerable time wished to journey to Jerusalem; and having 
called to him the brethren and having strengthened them 
{he departed], speaking much throughout the country [and] 
teaching them; he [lit. who] also went to meet them’ and 
reported to them the grace of God. But the brethren of the 
circumcision disputed with him, saying... .”’). 

According to Clark the omission of the passage from the 
‘other Greek witnesses is to be accounted for by homoeoteleuton, 
when “the eye of ἃ copyist passed from τοῦ θεοῦ at the end 
of ver. 1 to τοῦ θεοῦ later on.” This explanation, however, 
accounts for only part of the difference between the Western 
text and that of the old uncials, for after τὴν χάριν τοῦ θεοῦ 
codex Bezae goes on with οἱ δὲ ἐκ περιτομῆς ἀδελφοὶ διεκρί- 
voyro, whereas the other witnesses read ὅτε δὲ ἀνέβη Πέτρος 
εἰς ᾿Ιερουσαλήμ, διεκρίνοντο πρὸς αὐτὸν οἱ ἐκ περιτομῆς. 
Since the information given in the Alexandrian text (that Peter 
went up to Jerusalem) is (as Clark admits) “indispensable to 
the sense,” it is obvious that parablepsis on the part of a soribe 
is not sufficient to explain the differences between the two forms 
of text. 

‘The motives for the expansion in the Western text appear 
to be connected with the tendency in that text to ayoid putting 
Peter in a bad light.’ In order to prevent the reader of the 
Alexandrian text from gaining the impression that the eon- 
version of Cornelius compelled Peter to break off his missionary 
work and go to Jerusalem in order to justify himself, the 
Western reviser introduces a paseage (in the stylet of 8.25 
and 15.3) which describes how Peter continued his missionary 


‘Le. the Jerusalem representatives. It should be observed that n0- 
‘where in the Alexandrian text of Luke-Aeta is καταντᾶν construed with the 
dative case; indeed, the construction, as Ropes says, “8 hardly tolerable,” 
(Ὁ. Clark, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 347. 

2 See Joseph Crehan, “Peter acoording to the D-Text of Acts,” Theo- 
logical Studies, xvun (1957), pp. 596-603, and B. J. Epp, The Theological 
Tendency of Coder Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts, pp. 105-107. 

Ὁ Bxcepé for the construction of καταντᾶν (see footnote 1 above) 
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work for considerable length of time, and how, finally, on his 
own initiative, he went up to Jerusalem, where, so far fro 
being called to give an account of himself, he voluntarily sought 
out the brethren at Jerusalem “and reported to them the 
grace of God.” 


11.8 εἰσῆλθες... συνέφαγες 


Instead of εἰσῆλθες . . . συνέφαγες, p® BL 88 81 614 1175 
1611 1827 syr?**** al read εἰσῆλθεν... συνέφαγεν. Since in 
later Greek usage ὅτι may stand for τί (“Why...2”)f a 
majority of the Committee held that failure to recognize this 
idiom led copyists to produce the reading involving the third 
person, in which ὅτε is taken as recitative introducing direct 
discourse (cither as statement, “saying, You went in...” 
or as a question, “saying, Did you go in. ...?”).? The text is 
supported by p (lacuna at εἰσῆλθε!) 8 A D EH P most 
minuscules vg syr*"™ cop eth. 

















11.5 ἄχρι 


Codex Bezne and 241 read ἕως; p% & A BY 104 1819 read 
ἄχρι; all other witnesses read ἄχρις. While the reading ἕως 
may be ignored, the two others deserve comment 

In Attic Greck ἄχρι was used predominantly, and it is found 
extensively in the Septuagint and the New Testament. In 
later Greek the form with the final signa came into ever wider 


δ Creban finds a desire in the Western text to enhance the position οἵ 
Peter by “pairing off” episodes in the history of Peter with those in the 
history of Paul; “for αἱ 15:41 and 16:1 there is just such ἃ passage as this 
about Paul, and the word kalantad is used again of his turning aside from 
Cilicia to visit Derbe and Lystra” (op. cit. p. 598), 

*See Εἰ A. Sophocles, Greek Lezicon of the Roman and Byzantine 
Periods, 3.0. ὅστις, § 4; J. H. Moulton, Prolegomena, pp. 984; H. J. 
Cadbury, Journal of Biblical Literature, xuvt (1929), pp. 423 f.; Blas 
Debrunner-Funk, § 300, 2; and Nigel Turner, Syniaz, pp- 49. 

80 Lake and Cadbury in The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1v, p. 124 
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usage, though it was condemned by Phrynichus and other 
grammarians. 

Whether Luke followed Attic preference and later scribes 
corrupted it, or whether he followed the growing tolerance for 
ἄχρις and later purist scribes, reacting aguinst the prevailing 
usage, corrected the spelling according to archaic standards, is 
fa difficult question to answer. A majority of the Committce 
decided that it was wisest to ert (if indeed it is to err) in 
‘company with p* 8 A B* al. 


11.9 ἀπεκρίθη δὲ φωνὴ ἐκ δευτέρου ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ 
{C} 

If the omission of ἐκ δευτέρου occurred (as is probable) 
through parablepsis involving the following ἐκ οὐρανοῦ, the 
ancestors of the Western witnesses may be claimed as support 
for the sequence φωνὴ ἐκ δευτέρου. Perhaps the seribes of 
B Βα αἱ transferred ἐκ δευτέρου in order to balance the two 
prepositional phrases before and after φωνή. The insertion of 
μοὶ or πρὸς μὲ took place independently in several textual 
traditions. 


1111 ἦμεν {C} 
‘The more difficult reading is ἦμεν, which because of its 
apparertt irrclevancy, was assimilated to ἤμην of ver. 5. 


11.12 μηδὲν διακρίναντα {C} 

Although it may be, as Lake and Cadbury admit, that the 
‘Western text preserves the original reading and that the words 
were interpolated from the parallel account in 10.20 (μηδὲν 
διακρινόμενος), ἃ: majority of the Committee was not per- 
suaded, chiefly because the earliest form(s) of the reading 
utilize the active (not the middle) voice of the verb. The 
reading of H L P αἱ was interpreted as due to the influence of 
10.20, not for the insertion but for the assimilation of the 
voice of the participle. 
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11.17 6 θεός 

‘The omission of ὁ θεός by D vg™ Rebaptism Augustine 
(but_not syr*, as is sometimes stated) is probably due, as 
Ropes observes, “to the ‘Western’ reviser’s view that the 
Holy Spirit was the gift of Christ.” 


11.17 


In order to explain the meaning of the expression κωλῦσαι 
τὸν θεὸν codex Bezae, with support, in whole or in part? from 
other Western witnesses (467 it? vg" syr* τὸ * cop) adds 
τοῦ μὴ δοῦναι αὐτοῖς πνεῦμα ἅγιον πιστεύσασιν ἐν αὐτῷ 
(“that he should not give them the Holy Spirit after they had 
believed on him”), 


τὸν θεόν 








11.230 “Ἑλληνιστάς [0] 


The textual problems of this verse are compounded by the 
diversity of views concerning the meaning of Ἑλληνιστής. 
‘This noun, which appears to be a new formation from €- 
ληνίζειν, “to speak Greek” or “to practice Greek ways,” is 
found nowhere in previous Greek literature or in hellenistie- 
Jewish literature; in the New ‘Testament it occurs only here 
and in 6.1 and 9.29, According to the prevailing opinion, 
current since the time of Chrysostom,'® the Ἕλληνισταί of 
8,1 were Greek-speaking Jews (or Jewish-Christians) in con- 
trast to those speaking a Semitic language (so Thayer, Souter, 
Bauer-Amdt-Gingrich). Since, however, in the present passage 
the author seems to draw a contrast between ᾿Βλληνιστάς 
(or the variant reading Ἕλληνας) and Ἰουδαίοις of ver. 19, 
it has been urged that the word must possess some more dis- 
tinctive meaning than merely “Greek-speaking Jews.” Thus, 


τ The Test of Acts, p. 106. 
+The great diversity of testimony among the Western witnesses indi- 
cates, as Zahn correctly points out, the secondary character of the addition 
Die Apostelgeschichle des Luens, p. 365, Anm. 90) 
" Migne, Patrologia Graeea, tx, eal. 113. 
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Warfield and Cadbury argue that it means Gentiles. (and 
so is synonymous with Ἕλληνας): the former translates it 
“Graccizers” and the latter “Hellenists.” Other alternatives 
include the proposal to take Ἕλληνιστάς as connoting prose- 
lytes,! or to interpret it as referring to a radical, reforming, 
“gentilistie” sect within Judaism, to which Stephen may have 
belonged before he became a Christian.! None of these view: 
however, is entirely free from more or less serious difficulties," 
and perhaps the least unsatisfactory assumption to make is 
that the meaning of the word, though quite definite in the 
early church, was lost to Christian usage, When the word 
reappears in patristic literature (other than that influenced 
by Chrysostom’s exegesis of 6.1), it means “a defender of 
paganism” (Ε. A. Sophocles’s Lexicon), or simply, “ἃ pagan” 
(Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon). 

In assessing the evidence for the variant readings in the 
present passage, no weight can be attached to the fact that 
the early versions all read “Greeks” (so the Latin, Syriac," 











B. B, Warfield, “Tho Readings Ἕλληνας and Ἑλληνιστὰς, Acts 
3.20," Journal of Biblical Literature, ut), 1883, pp. 113. 17. 

Ὁ, J. Cadbury, "The Hellenists,” ‘The Beginnings of Christianity, 
vol. ¥, pp. 59-74. 

Ὁ. So B.C. Bluckman (reviving the view of Salmasius of the seventeenth 
century), Exposilory Times, xuvitr (1936-37), pp, 524 ft. 

So Oscar Cullmano, “The Significance of the Qumran Texts for 
Research into the Beginnings of Christianity,” Journal of Biblical Litera- 
ture, uxxrv (1965), pp. 2204, and Marcel Simon (partly following ὦ. P. 
Wetter and W. Bauer), St. Stephen and the Hellenists (New York, 1958). 
‘The latter nevertheless admits that “the term Iellenists, as used by Luke, 
includes all Greek-speaking Jews,” and that. ‘to the author of Acts, the 
‘word apparently has no other meaning” (p. 15) 

% See C. F.D. Moule’s critique, “Once More, Who Were the Helenists?” 
Expository Times, 1xx (1959), pp. 100-102, Moule adopts the traditions 
definition of the word, but refines it slightly; thus, “ews who spoke only 
Greek” in contrast to Ἑβραῖοι, “Jews who, while able to speak Grock 
knew a Semitic language also.” 

In 9.29 the Syrine Peshitta renders Ἕλληνιστάς “Jews who tin Jer- 
stood Greek,” which may show # connection between Chrysostom and 
the Peshitta. 
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Coptic, Armenian, Old Georgian, and Ethiopie), for, as Hort 
ly observes, they “would naturally be at a loss to provide 
stinetive rendering for 80 rare and so peculiar a word as 
Ἑλληνιστής."" The first hand of codex Sinaiticus, which 
already in ver. 19 gives the meaningless ‘lovdator without 
subsequent, correction, writes in ver. 20 the equally meaningless 
πρὸς τοὺς εὐαγγελιστάς, which, however, has been corrected 
by a later hand to Ἕλληνας." Likewise the testimony of codex 
Alexandrinus is weakened, if not discredited, when one observes 
that in 9.29 the seribe substituted Ἕλληνας for Ἑλληνιστάς, 
which is acknowledged to be the true reading. 

‘Transcriptional probability is all in favor of 'ENAnvoras, 
for the temptation to editor or scribe was to substitute an 
easy and familiar word (Ἕλληνα!) for one which was by no 
means familiar, There is no counter temptation to set against 
this, so that the argument drawn from it is a strong one. 

Perhaps the chief objection of modern scholars to adopting 
Ἑλληνιστάς here is the belief that it always means “Greek- 
speaking Jews,” and therefore is inappropriate to stand in 
contrast with the preceding Ἰουδαῖοι. But since Ἑλληνιστής 
is derived from ἑλληνίζειν, it means strietly “one who uses 
Greek (language or customs)”; whether the person be a Jew 
ora Roman or any other non-Greek must be gathered from the 
context. In 6.1 the contrast is no doubt between Greek-speaking 
Jewish Christians and Semitie-speaking Jewish Christians. 
What the word connotes in 9,29 is not elear; in any case they 
tare not believers as in 6.1. In the present passage, where the 
preponderant weight of the external evidence combines with 
the strong transcriptional probability in support of Ἔλ- 
ληνιστάς, the word is to be understood in the broad sense of 

















“Notes on Select Readings,” p. 93, 

Tt is often assumed that the reading of X* presupposes Ἑλληνιστάς, 
on account of its similar termination. But since it seems certain that 
εὐαγγελιστάς was suggested by, and results from, the proximity of 
εὐαγγελιζόμενοι, which follows immediately, 
bsitation that one can take the weight of X* to be 





favor of Ἕλληνιστάς. 
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“Greek-speaking persons,” meaning thereby the mixed popula- 
tion of Antioch in contrast to the ᾿Ιουδαῖοι of ver. 19. 


11.22 οὔσης 

The word οὔσης is read by p* 8 B E 33 81 614 1611 1852 
2138 al, and is absent from A DH L P most minuscules and the 
‘Textus Receptus. Since the present participle ὥν is used else- 
where in Acts with the special meaning “the local...” (13.1; 
28,17), the Committee considered it more probable that copyists 
would have deleted than added the word here. 


11.22 [διελθεῖν ἕως ’Avrioxetas 


On the one hand, the weight of external evidence (p! 8 
A B 81 629 1642 1739 1801 al) favors the shorter reading 
without διελθεῖν. On the other hand, the expression διελθεῖν 
ἕως (DE HL PS W most minuscules ite? yg syr") is in 
accord with the style of Luke (cf. 9.38; 11.19; Lk 2.15), 
and the absence of διελθεῖν in the other witnesses may be the 
result of deliberate excision to simplify the construction. For 
these reasons the word is retained in the text, but enclosed 
within square brackets to indicate doubt. that it belongs there, 


11.93 [τήν] 


The definite article τήν after χάριν, which is read by » 
DEH LP and almost all minuscules, is absent from 8 A B 
927. On the one hand, since the usual construction is ἡ χάρις 
τοῦ θεοῦ the article after χάριν appears to have a special 
force, suggesting that Barnabas rejoiced because he recognized 
that the grace was obviously that of God (τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ). 
Scribes, not dbserving this nuance, may have dropped the article 
as unnecessary. On the other hand, it can be argued that τήν 
is a pedantic insertion made by Alexandrian seribes. In. view 
of the balance of probabilities a majority of the Committee 
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thought it best to retain the word but to enclose it, within 
square brackets. 


11.28 τῷ κυρίῳ [8] 

‘The use οἵ ἐν before τῷ κυρίῳ reminds one of Pauline usage; 
since this characteristic expression is found nowhere else in 
Acts, its presence in B EW 181 αἱ was judged to be due to 
seribes rather than the author. 





11.25-26 


Codex Bezae, supported in part by other Western witnesses, 
reads ἀκούσας δὲ ὅτι Σαῦλός ἐστιν els Θαρσὸν ἐξῆλθεν ἀναζη- 
τῶν αὐτόν, καὶ ὡς συντυχὼν παρεκάλεσεν ἐλθεῖν εἰς ᾿Αντιό- 
χειαν, οἴτινες παραγενόμενοι ἐνιαυτὸν ὅλον συνεχύθησαν 
ὄχλον ἱκανόν, καὶ τότε πρῶτον ἐχρημάτισαν ἐν ᾿Αντιοχείᾳ 
οἱ μαθηταὶ Χρειστιανοί (“And having heard that Saul was at 
Tarsus, he went out to seck him; and when he had met kim, 
he entreated him to come to Antioch. When they had come, for a 
whole year a large company of people were stirred up, and 
then for the first time the disciples in Antioch were called 
Christians”). 

Ropes was inclined to think that the verb συνεχύθησαν, so 
unexpected in the context, was original, and that συναχθῆναι 
was substituted in all other texts. The variation of verbs, 
however, is more probably part of a corruption that involved 
also the accidental omission of the words τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ καὶ 
ἐδίδασκον between the verb and ὄχλον ἱκανόν (“When they 
had come, for a whole year [people] were stirred up in the church, 
and they were teaching a hirge company of people”). 

It is difficult to see why the Western text should have been 
shortened if it were original; on the other hand, the Alexandrian 
text may have been rewritten to show more clearly why 
Barnabas went to Tarsus, and to indicate that Saul was not 
“brought” to Antioch, but was “entreated” to come. 
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11.26 καὶ ἐνιαυτὸν ὅλον. 


‘The presence οἵ καί before ἐνιαυτὸν ὅλον, “even for a whole 
year” (ΡῈ 8 A B 33 614 syr"), is unusual, and it is not strange 
that the later text has omitted it (10 Ἡ 1, P 383 al, as well as 
the Textus Reeeptus), Since the expression καί followed by 
ἐνιαυτόν or by a year is not New Testament usage, Blass thinks 
that the καί may have come from some other reading, and 
compares xai in ver. 1." 


11.28 


An important Western reading, preserved in D (it#) (cop) 
Augustine, supplies the first “we”-passage® in any text of 
Acts: ἦν δὲ πολλὴ ἀγαλλίασις συνεστραμμένων δὲ ἡμῶν ἔφη 
εἷς ἐξ αὑτῶν ὀνόματι “Αγαβος σημαίνων... (“Ἀπὰ there was 
much rejoicing; and when we were gathered together one of 
them named Agubus spoke, signifying...”), On the verb 
συστρέφειν, see the final comment on 10.41. 


12.1 


After ἐκκλησίας the Western text adds the information that 
it was the church in Judea which Herod was persecuting (ἐν 
τῇ ᾿Ισυδαίᾳ, D 614 it? syr" *'* * cop), In this way the 
fol'owing account. is brought into closer connection with the 
preceding resolve to send relief from Antioch to the brethren 
in Judea (11.29f.). 


» F, Blass, Acta apostolorum ... editio philologiea, p. 136. 

5 Hamack, however, argued that the original form of the Western 
addition was... συνεστραμμένων δὲ αὐτῶν... .. and thet the αὐτῶν 
was later “corrected” to ἡμῶν in order to avoid confusion with the 
following αὐτῶν (see his “Uber den urspriinglichen Text Act. Apost. 
11, 27.28," Sitewngaberichle der koniglich preussischen Akadeinie der Wissen- 
schaften zu Berlin, 1899, pp. 316-327, reprinted in his Studien zur Geschichte 
des Newen Testaments und der alten Kirche; vol. 1, Zur neuteslamentlichen 
Teatkritik (Berlin and Leipzig, 1981], pp. 38-17). 
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12.2 


‘The proposal of Misler' and others to emend the text of 
this verse by inserting the words Ἰωάννην καί after ἀνεῖλεν 
has been made in the interest of bolstering the exceedingly 
weak evidence for the early death of the apostle John, Still 
less defensible is the view of Pallis that the entire verso is 
spurious, 


12.8 


In order to define more specifically what it was that Herod 
did which pleased the Jews, the Western text adds after τοῖς 
᾿Ιουδαίοις the words ἡ ἐπιχείρησις αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τοὺς (+ ἁγίους 
καὶ it?) πιστοὺς (D (it?) syz™), which, in the context, may be 
rendered, “and when he saw that Ais allack upon the (saints 
and) faithful pleased the Jews....”” Although Luke uses the 
verb ἐπιχειρεῖν (Lk 1.1; Ac 9.29; 19.13), the noun ἐπιχείρησις 
appears nowhere else in the New ‘Testament. 





12.5 


Several Western witnesses (but not codex Bezae) expand 
the statement, “So Peter was kept in prison,” by adding the 
words “by a cohort of the king” (a cohorte regis, it vg" 
syr® ¥t) + eopS®), What relation this cohort had to the sixteen 
soldiers of ver. 4 is not clear, 


12.5 ἐκτενῶς 


Instead of ἐκτενῶς (p" 8 A B 33 181 216 440 453 1898 
ite vg Lucifer), the Textus Receptus, following A? EH L P 
and most rminuscules, reads ἐκτενής. It is more likely that the 
adverb (whieh was condemned by Phrynichus as poor Greek 





‘Robert Eisler, The Enigma of the Fourth Gospel (London, 1938), 
pp. 73-77. 

Ἑ Alex. Pallis, Notes on St Luke and the Acts (London, 1928), p. 63. 

1 W.G Rutherford, The New Phrynichue (London, 1881), pp. 385 . 
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would be altered to the adjective than vice versa. Codex Bezae 
rewrites the sentence avoiding both adjective and adverb 
(notice also the heightening of the account by the addition 
of πολλή as well as the redundant περὶ αὐτοῦ): πολλὴ δὲ 
προσευχὴ ἦν ἐν ἐκτενείᾳ περὶ αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ τῆς ἐκκλησίας πρὸς 
τὸν θεὸν περὶ αὐτοῦ (but much prayer in earnestness was 
[made] for him by the church to God for him”). For the ex- 
pression ἐν ἐκτενείᾳ compare 26.7 and Judith 4.9. 





12.6 προαγαγεῖν 

‘There are four variant readings: προαγαγεῖν (pA 8 36° 
51 81 307 337 460 467 915 1874 al), προσαγαγεῖν (B 88 254), 
προσάγειν (8 Ψ 5 323 436 440 450 2180), and προάγειν (D1 
H L P most minuscules). In each pair of variant readings, 
the aorist tense is to be preferred to the present. As between 
the two verbs, a majority of the Committee regarded the 
compound with πρό to be more appropriate in the context. 


12.7 


‘The Western text differs in several respects from the generally 
received text: an angel of the Lord appeared ‘‘to Peter" (ἐπέστη 
[lit. “stood by”| : τῷ Πέτρῳ, D it syr' vl * copt); light 
“shone forth from him (the angel)” (ἐπέλαμψεν, D, + ἀπ’ 
αὐτοῦ, it sn); instead of ἐν τῷ οἰκήματι, ittsis(o) 
Lucifer read “in that place’’ (in illo loco); and instead of the 
angel’s “striking” (πατάξας) Peter on the side in order to 
waken him, D ite Lucifer speak of his “nudging” (νύξας) 
the sleeping apostle.* 














“According to ©. 8. C. Willlams (AUlerattons én the Syroplic: Gospels 
and Acie, 1951, p. 81) both partlelples may be derived from the same 
Syriac word (ω 8. 9); F. H. Chase, however, argues for the influenee of 
Jn 19.34 on the mind of the scribe of the Western text (The Old Syriac 
Element in the Test of Coder Bezae, 1893, p. 88). 
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12.8-9 


Between verses 8 and 9 cop® adds the sentence, “But he 
[the angel] seized him [Peter] and drew him along and took him 
out, and Peter followed.” 


12,10 ἐξελθόντες. 


The circumstantial detail in codex Bezae that Peter and 
the angel when coming out of prison “walked down the seven 
steps” (κατέβησαν τοὺς ¢ βαθμοὺς καί) has scomed to many 
scholars to possess a verisimilitude that reflects local knowledge 
of Jerusalem, It should not be overlooked, however, as Lake 
and Cadbury remind us, that “we have no knowledge as to 
(i) where the prison was...,and (ii) whether there really 
were seven steps.” 

A trace of the same reading is preserved in it®, “they de- 
scended (the) steps’ (descenderunt gradus, without seplem), 
and in cop, “they came to the plaza beyond the steps.” 
The reading of the Latin side of codex Bezac is slightly ex- 
panded, “when they went out they descended (the) seven steps 
and went on one step, and’ immediately the angel left him” 
(0. descenderunt septem grados et processerunt gradum unum . ..). 

Other references to specified numbers of steps elsewhere 
include the mention of seven steps and eight steps in Bzekiel’s 
vision of the temple (Eze 40.22, 26, 31), and the mention of 
fourteen steps, five steps, and fifteen steps in Josephus’s descrip- 
tion of the temple complex (Jewish Wars, vv.2-3). Later in 
the book of Acts (21.35, 40) the author refers to the steps 
which led from the barracks of Antonia into the temple area, 
but, as Knowling says, “there is no connection between 
them and the definite seven steps here, which are evidently 
presupposed (note the article) to be well known to the 
reader.”* 








§ The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. τν, p. 136. 
*R. J. Knowling, The Bxpositor’s Greek Testament, vol. τι, p. 275. 
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12.12 συνιδών 

Dissatisfied with συνιδών Hammond’ conjectured that the 
text originally read σπεύδων (“making haste”), and Pallis* 
emended it to read συντείνων (“hurrying”). 


13.13 προσῆλθεν 


witnesses (8 BY 3 it? vg) read 
¢, from the house itself, to 





12.15 ὁ ἄγγελος. 


By prefixing τυχόν (“Perhaps it ἴδ his angel”) the Western 
text (D syr®) enhances the naiveté of the account, softening 
the definiteness of the explanation offered to solve the enigma. 
Except us a Bezan variant reading in Lk 20.13, τυχόν occurs 
elsewhere in the New Testament only in 1 Cor 16.6, 


12.17 σιγᾶν 

In order to prevent the reader of the generally received 
text from supposing that Peter made his explanation while 
still standing at the door of the gateway, the Western text 





+ Tecan ofits quaint difidonee Hammond’s comment may be quoted 
in its entirety: “The word συνιδῶν is so near in likeness (dho' far enough 
off in the nature and signifieation of it) to σπεύδων, that itis very possible 
fone of these may here by the transcriber be put for the other. And indeed 
the signifieation of the latter oeidur, making haste, seems that whieh 
is fitter for the turn in this place, where being left alone in the street. by 
the Angel, he was in reason to make haste to some place of safety and 
privacy, and such was that which he here chose. If this conjecture (which 
mention σαὶν as suc having no authority for it) be aot too emote 

xy if also probably belong to another plave, ¢ 146 συνιδόντες, 
ἀνέφυγον, perhaps Tor σξείδοντες, they mode haste and fl, as out of 
great dangec” (Henry Hammond, A Paraphrase and Annotations upon... 
the New Testament, 7th ed. (London, 1702}, p. 334) 
© Alex. Pallis, Notes on St Luke and the Acte (London, 1928), p. 64 
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adds the graphic touch that, “having motioned to them with 
his hand that they should be silent, he came in and described 
to them how the Lord had brought him out of the prison” 
(instead of σιγᾶν D it? vg™ syr?-* σὰ * read ἕνα ovyaowou 
εἰσῆλθεν Kal), 


1218 οὐκ ὀλίγος [0] 


Luke, like Thucydides, was fond of the rhetorical figure 
called litotes (understatement expressing an affirmative by 
the negative of its opposite), The expression οὐκ ὀλίγος recurs 
in 14.28; 15.2; 17.4, 12; 19,23, 24; 27.20, Although it is possible 
that the shorter text (preserved in Western witnesses) may be 
original here and that the words were introduced from 19.23, 
where τάραχος is followed immediately by οὐκ ὀλέγος, a ma- 
jority of the Committee thought it best to follow the over- 
whelming weight of the manuseripts. Μέγας is obviously a 
pedestrian modification of οὐκ ὀλίγος, It may be that Kil- 
patrick is correct when he accounts for the omission of 
οὐκ ὀλίγος in the Western text as due to homoeoteleuton 
(σαραχοςουκολιγοςεν}»" 


13.30-38 


The account in the Western text of the last days and death 
of Herod Agrippa I differs in several respects from that in 
the commonly received text. By using γάρ instead of δέ (ver. 
20) the scribe of D indicates more clearly the reason why it 
was that, according to ver. 19, Herod had gone down “from 
Judea to Caesarea” 
sentatives from two neighboring cities, Tyre and Sidon. 

‘The non-Western text declares that the people of Tyre 
and Sidon “came to him in a body” (ὁμοθυμαδὸν δὲ παρῆσαν 





50. D. Kilpatrick, “An Belectic Study of the Text of Acts," Biblical 
and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, wdited by J. Neville 
Birdsall and Robert W. Thomson (Freiburg, 1963), p. 72, 
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πρὸς αὐτόν). Taken literally this is clearly an exaggeration 
the Western reviser, however, skillfully rewrote it, while still 
retaining ὁμοθυμαδόν, to suggest that some from both of the 
cities came in a body to the king (οἱ δὲ ὁμοθυμαδὸν ἐξ ἀμῴο 
τέρων τῶν πόλεων παρῆσαν πρὸς τὸν βασιλέα, D (614 


Between verses 21 and 22 the Western text inserts xarah- 
λαγέντος δὲ αὐτοῦ τοῖς Τυρίοις (D ιν (ayr vi) cope; 
ite? vg™ continue with εἰ Sidoniis), that is, ‘And on the 
oceasion of his reconciliation with the Tyrians (and the 
Sidonians).” ‘ 

After τὴ θεῷ in ver. 28 codex Bezae, supported in part by 
cop? and by Ephraem,* continues καὶ καταβὰς ἀπὸ τοῦ 
βήματος, γενόμενος σκωληκόβρωτος ἔτι ζῶν καὶ οὕτως ἐξέψυξεν 
(“and he came down from the platform, |and| while he was stilt 
living he was eaten by worms and thus died”). The additional 
material (italicized in the translation) informs the reader that, 
though an angel of the Lord smote him immediately after his 
address, he did not expire at once, but was able to descend from 
his throne." ‘The addition of ἔτι ζῶν, as Bruce observes, 
“emphasizes the unpleasantness of his disease.” 





12.24 θεοῦ 


Instead of θεοῦ codex Vaticanus and the Latin Vulgate 
unite to read κυρίου, having been influenced by the expression 
ἄγγελος κυρίου of ver. 23. 


12.25 Σαῦλος 


After Σαῦλος several Western witnesses (614 it? sy: 2 
cop) add ὃς ἐπεκλήθη Παῦλος (“who was called Paul”). 


τὴ with + 





B See ¥. G. Conybeare in Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissen- 
μαι, xx (1921), pp. 41-42, and J. Η. Ropes, The Test of Aets,p. 410. 

© Ageording to Josephus, Herod's death occurred five days after being 
stricken with a pain in bis abdomen (Antiquities, x1x.vili.2) 

ἃ ΒΟ. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 250. 
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‘This appears to be a seribal anticipation of 13.9 (Σαῦλος ὁ 
καὶ Παῦλος), introduced here because of the presence later in 
the verse of ἃ similar identification of John Mark (Ἰωάννην 
τὸν ἐπικληθέντα Μᾶρκον). 

Furthermore, instead of Σαῦλος manuscripts 2 57 326 436 
441 al read Παῦλος (102 reads Σαῦλος Παῦλος). 


12.25 εἰς ᾿Ιερουσαλήμ {Dj} 


Many attempts have been made to account for the origin 
of the reading els in this verse. The natural impression one 
gets when reading the section 11.27 to 13.1 is that 11.30 refers 
to the arrival of Paul and Barnabas at Jerusalem and that 
12.26 ought to tell of their departure from Jerusalem, On the 
one hand, all the canons of textual criticism favor the more 
difficult reading εἰς, supported as it is by the earliest and best 
witnesses. Furthermore, the lectio facilior is not only divided 
aigninst itself (ἀπό and ἐξ), but it is also discredited by the 
fact that it is not the common usage of Acts to specify the 
place whence return is mace (1.12 is the only such instance of 
the twelve occurrences of the verb ὑποστρέφειν in Acts). 

On the other hand, as Westeott and Hort declare, “εἰς 
᾿Ἱερουσαλήμ, which is best attested and was not likely to be 
introduced, cannot possibly be right if it is taken with ὑπέ- 
arpeyay." ‘Their conclusion is that the passage contains a 
primitive error that has infected all extant witnesses, and they 
propose that the sequence of words be emended to read 
ὑπέστρεψαν τὴν εἰς ᾿Ιερουσαλὴμ πληρώσαντες διακονίαν 
“having fulfilled their mission at Jerusalem they returned”). 

Much more extreme is the remedy proposed by Simcox, 
who decided that the whole verse is an interpolation which 
should be omitted. Others have suggested that the variations 


+ “Notes on Select Readings,” p. 94. 


“Ὁ. A. Sineox, “A Point in Pauline Chronology,” Journal of Theological 
Studies. τε (1900-01), pp. 586-590. 
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arose from ἃ confusion of marginal glosses. Thus, Alford, who 
adopted ἐξ Ἱερουσαλήμ as the text, conjectured that εἰς 
᾿Αντιόχειαν may have been an explanatory gloss which was 
Jater substituted for ἐξ Ἱερουσαλήμ; then ᾿Αντιόχειαν. may 
have again been corrected to Ἱερουσαλήμ, leaving the εἰς 
standing.® Less complicated is the suggestion of Bartlet," 
which is adopted by Bruce, that originally the passage had 
no prepositional phrase and that all the variant readings repre- 
sent additions to the simple verb “returned.” 

Other scholars, preferring what appears to be the. best 
attested reading (εἰς), attempt to alleviate the contextual 
difficulties by making various lexical or grammatical suggestions, 
‘Thus, instead of taking the aorist participle πληρώσαντες in 
its normal sense “when they had fulfilled,” several aie 
regard it as an instance of the rare usage of the “futuristic 
‘aorist'* expressing purpose. Attractive though this proposal 
may be, it involves taking also the following aorist participle 
(cvurapadagorres) as an aorist of subsequent sction—a 
‘category whose existence is denied by most grammarians."* Less 
violent to Greek syntax and lexical usage is the proposal that 
a comma be placed after ὑπέστρεψαν and els be taken as the 
hellenistic equivalent of ἐν, so that the meaning would be 


» Hefty Alford, The Greek Testament, new od. (London, 1881), vol. 1, 

. 137 (Alford prefers the rough breathing on Ἱερουσαλήμ). 
PIN Wernon Bartlet, "The Act fa The Century Bile (Lolon, 1901), 
δὰ loc. Bartlet subsequently changed his mind and argued for the origi 
ality of ἀπὸ Ἱερουσαλήμ; see his “Note on Acts xii 25," Journal of 
‘Theological Studies, τν (1902-03), pp. 438-440. ὰ 

Ὁ Ε΄ Ρ. Bruce, The Ads of the Aposiles, γι 252, Bruce admits that, this 
solution “cuts the knot inelead of untying it.” 

3 See, e-¢4 C.D. Chambers, “On a Use of the Aorist Participle tn 
Some Hellenistic Writers,” Journal of Theological Studies, xx1v (1922), 
pp. 183-187, and W. F. Howard, “On the Futuristic Use of the Aorist 
Participle in Hellenistic,” eid, pp. 403-406. i 
τος, €. £ J. H. Moulton, Prolegomend, pp. 1824.5 A. Ὑ. Robertson, 
A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Researe. 
Sth ed. (New York. 1987, pp. 861 ἢ 
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“Barnabas and Saul returned,” after they had fulfilled at 
Jerusalem their mission, bringing with them John whose other 
name was Mark.’ 

After long and repeated deliberation the Committee decided 
that the least unsatisfactory* decision was to adopt εἰς. 


18.1 ἦσαν δέ 


‘The later text (EH L Ρ 88 αἱ syr® arm and Textus Receptus) 
interpolates τινες after ἦσαν δέ in order to imply that the 
six persons about to be mentioned were not the only prophets 
and teachers in the church at Antioch. Codex Bezae*' and the 
Vulgate achieve the same end by replacing 8 re with ἐν τοῖς 
(“among whom [were}”). 


13.1 τετραάρχου 


Since the tendeney in hellenistie Greek was to permit hiatus 
for the sake of etymological clarity,’ the Committee adopted 
the spelling τετραάρχης (instead of τετράρχης) at each 
occurrence of the word, int accord with the following witnesses 
Mt 14.18 © ZA cop*™*; Lk 3.1 (three times) ΝΥ C cop; 
3.19 ΝΡ C cop; 9.7 Ne (ΝΛ omits ὁ rerp.) C Z* cop; 
Ac 13.1 8* cops, 











ΜῈ 6, returned to Antioch; see 13.1, and compare Kphracm on 12.25 
(in Βορονα The Text of Acts, p. 416). 

4180, δ. 6» H. H. Wendt, Die Aposlelgeschichte, Ste Aufl. (Gottingen, 
1913), pp. 199; E. Haenchen, Die Aposlelgeschichte, Ste Aufl (Gattingen, 
1959), p. 380; Blase-Debrunner-Funk, § 205. For « full discussion of the 
textual and literary problems, see J. Dupont, “La Mission de Paul Ἃ 
Aorusalem’ (Actes xii 25),"" Novum Testomentum, 1 (1956), pp- 

® The Committee confesses that more than once K. Lake's frank 
admission of despair reflected its own mood: “Which is the true text? 
No one knows... For my part, I am in the sume frame of mind as was 
the seribe of Codex B, who began to write ἀπό and ended! by writing es” 
(The Practical Value of Textual Criticism, Illustrated from the Book of 
Acts,” Biblical World, x. s x1x {1902}, p. 366}. For a much more con- 
fident discussion, concluding that εἰς is indeed the correct reading, see 
Pierson Parker, Journal of Biblical Literature, uxxxiut (1964), pp. 168-170. 


Cf. Moulton-Howard, p. 63; Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 124 
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18.8 προσευξάμενοι 

The addition of πάντες alter προσευξάμενοι in codex Bezae 
is a typical Western expansion. The omission of ἀπέλυσαν by 
the same manuseript must be accounted a scribal blunder, for 
its absence ruins the syntax. (Blass and Clark retain the word 
in their editions.) After ἀπέλυσαν E vg cop*-* syrh't ΣῊΝ ohstee 
add αὐτούς. 


13.5 


Instead of τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ codex Bezaet δὶ syr? read 
τὸν λόγον τοῦ κυρίου. The latter reading reflects the Chris- 
tianization of the traditional expression.* 

Instead of ὑπηρέτην, D 614 it? syr!™™ cop™ read ὑπήρε- 
roivra αὐτοῖς and E vg read εἰς διακονίαν. According to 
Weiss, these alterations were made in order to avoid describing 
Mark as a (menial) ὑπηρέτης. On the other hand, however, 
in Lk 1.2 the word scems to have an honorable connotation, 
for ὑπηρέται τοῦ λόγον are mentioned along with eyewitnesses 
of Jesus’ ministry.* 





13.6 διελθόντες 


‘According to Hacnchen, the Western reading, “And when 
they hdd gone around the whole island as far as Paphos...” 


τ The two expressions occur 82 tines in the manuscripts of Ate, In 
ine ssages the manuscript tradition shows no approviable 
ation. ‘Three of the nine inatances read “word of the Lord (13.0 
15.36; ix of the instances read “word of God" (4.81; 6.2; 11.1; 
18.7; 17.13; 18.11). The firm attestation for “the word of God!” is thus 
‘is alco the only form of the expression that appears in 
8.11, 21; 11,28). For these statistics and a dis- 
‘cussion of the ince is divided, see Jueques Dupont, 
“Notes sur les Actes des Apitres,”” Revue Biblique, τινι (1955), pp. 47-49. 

> Der Codex D, p. 73. pacts 

+ For the wide variety of the usages of ὑπηρέτης in the Greek papyri, 
se¢ Moulton-Milligan, Vocabulary, and B. Ὑ. Holmes. “Luke's Description 
of John Mark.” Journal of Billieo! Literature, ταν (1935), pp 68-72. 
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(καὶ περιελθόντων (+ δὲ D, omit it*) αὐτῶν, D it®* vg Lucifer), 
replaced the commonly received text (διελθόντες) in order to 
explain why no other places on Cyprus are mentioned: the 
missionaries sailed southwards from Salamis around the island 
as far as Paphos. 


13.6 Βαριησοῦ 


Various witnesses give the name “BarJesus” in various 
forms: Βαριησοῦ (p* δὲ 181 242 257 460 iter vg ‘ge 
cop”), Βαριησοῦς (B C E 33 many minuscules cop”) 
Βαριησοῦν (A Dt H L P 81 104 326 614 1108 1611 2197 
sy" al), Βαριησοναν (D*, -vam it), Βαριησουμ (Ψ), 
Βαρσουμα (syr° Ephraem), bariesuban (Lucifer), varieuas 
(Opus imperfecium in Matt. xxiv). With some hesitation 
the Committee agreed with Tischendorf and Ropes that the 
form Βαριησοῦ best accounts for the other variant. readings; 
the nominative is an attempt to improve the grammar, and 
the accusative appears to be in apposition with ψευδο- 
προφήτην. Tho reading of D presupposes a more exact trans- 
literation of the Semitic Bar Jeshua' (pws 73),* which passed 
into bariesuban of Lucifer and variguas (i.e. barieuas| of the 
anonymous Opus inperfectum in Matt, 


13.8 ᾿Ελύμας 


Instead of ᾿Ελύμας codex Bezae reads (with a lacuna of 
one letter) "Er[-Juwas. That it should be spelled "Erowas 
is shown by the Latin side of the manuscript, which reads 
Etoemas, as does also Lucifer; the manuseripts of Ambrosiaster 
vary between ethimas, etymas, tymas, thimas, and atrmas. 
Manuseripts of Pacianus read hetymam or hetym mam. Like- 
wise in support of the reading of Bezse is the addition in some 








+B. Haenchen, Die Aposelgeschichte, Ste Aufl. (1959), 
: , Ste Aut 8801. 
On the namo “Barjeaus" see P. W. Schioiedel in Encylopedia Bibl 
in Bitli 
cols, 478-480 and 4556, and Ὁ. R. Driver's note in A.C ia 
of the A pole, yp. 8681 Bd 
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Old Latin witnesses at the end of ver. 6, where B reads 
ὁ μεθερμηνεύεται ᾿Ελύμας, but where ite'® ve Lucifer read 
paratus |i. e. Ἕτοιμοε. 

It is possible, as Harris suggested,’ that the Western tradi- 
tion of Ἑτοιμᾶς (or Ἕτοιμοξ) goes back to a source similar 
to the one used by Josephus when he mentions the part played 
by a Jewish magician who lived in Cyprus about this time 
‘and who helped the procurator Felix to win Drusilla (Ac 
24.24), the wife of king Aziz of Emesa (Antiquities, xx.vii.2) 
‘Although most of the manuscripts of Josephus call the magician 
Simon, one cleventh-century manuscript, supported by the 
Epitome of the Antiquities, gives him the name Atomos 
C 





, Clemen, Wellhausen, 
Ropes, A. C. Chirk, and C. 8, Ὁ, Williams) have been im- 
pressed by the parallel in Josephus, Burkitt hesitated to accept 
the identification and proposed the conjectural emendation of 
ὁ λοιμός, a word which occurs in 24.5 and which was used by 
Demosthenes for a φαρμακός (“sorcerer”). The passage, as 
Burkitt would read it, runs: ἀνθίστατο δὲ αὐτοῖς ὁ λοιμός, ὁ 
μάγος, οὕτως γὰρ μεθερμηνεύεται τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ, “Now 
they were withstood by the pestilent fellow, the soreerer 1 
mean, for ‘pestilent fellow’ is the interpretation of the name.””* 

Despjte Harris's ingenious argument, which broadens the 
testimony supporting the Western reading(s), the Committee 
did not feel itself justified in disregarding the weight of the 
manuseript evidence attesting "EAjwas.”” 





τῇ Rendel Harris, “A Curious Beran Reading Vindieated,”” Bzpositor, 
Fifth Series, v (1902), pp. 180-195 

* Niese, the editor of Josepbus’s works, preferred the more unusual 
name, since the other probably’ arose from conflation with the iamiliar 
eyele of stories regarding Simon Magu. 

°F. C. Burkitt, “The Interpretation of Bar-Jesus,” Journal of Theo- 
logical Studies, 1 (1902-03), pp. 127-129. 

Kor recent discussion that derives Ἑλύμας irom the Aramale 
faloma (—magician), see L. Yaurv, “Elymas—Nehelamite—Pethor,” 
Journal of Biblical Literature, 1xx1x (1960), pp- 
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18.8 πίστεως 


At the close of the verse codex Bezae, with the support 
of I syr®™* cop, adds the reason why Elymas sought to 
turn away the proconsul from the faith: &r(e)id1) ἥδιστα ἤκουεν 
αὐτῶν (“because he {the proconsul] was listening with the 
greatest pleasure to them”), 


18.11 παραχρῆμά re 


External evidence is divided between παραχρῆμά τε, read 
by p* ΝΟ 81 623 1175 vg syr? cop* eth, be Apap 3, 
read by p* A B E Ἢ Ι, P most minuscules syr* cop™ arm, 
while codex Bezae goes its own way with καὶ εὐθέως. The 
frequent use of re in Aets and Luke’s fondness for παραχρῆμα 
{all but two of its 18 occurrences in the New Testament are in 
Hees) led the Committee to prefer the reading of p® 

> 81 al. 





18.12 


Curiously, though codex Bezae is especially fond of τότε," 
here it substitutes δέ for τότε. ᾿ 

In order to heighten and clarify the narrative DE itse 
syt Lucifer Ephraem and Vigilius add ἐθαύμασεν καί before 
ἐπίστευσεν, and D adds τῷ θεῷ after it. (“The proconsul, 
when he saw what had occurred, marvelled and believed in God, 
being astonished . .. .”) 


13.14 τὴν Πισιδίαν [Β] 


The genitive case implies that Antioch was in Pisidia, which 
at the time reflected in the passage it was not. In the expression 
᾿Αντιόχειαν τὴν Πισιδίαν, the word functions as an adjec- 





5 800 the list drawn up by Lake and Cadbury, who observe that “it 
ἰπότεὶ is found more than twice as often In the Western text of Acts as in 
the Neutral,” The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. τν, p. 123. 
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- Πισιδεκήν), meaning “Pisidian Antioch,” that is, the 
Antioch (of Phrygia) which was toward or over against or 
near Pisidia (as Strabo xuvid, τὴν ον. ᾿Αντιόχειαν ... τὴν 
πρὸς τῇ Πισιδίᾳ). In the provincial reorganization of Diocletian 
(a.v. 295) Antioch was assigned to Pisidia, being made the 
capital of the extended province of Pisidia; thereafter the 
expression “Antioch of Pisidia’” came into vogue, a usage that 
is reflected in the later text of this passage.” 











13.18 ἐτροποφόρησεν [D} 


‘The evidence is singularly evenly balanced between érpo- 
ποφόρησεν (“he bore with [them]") and ἐτροφοφόρησεν (“he 
cared for [them]")." The author is doubtless alluding to Dt 
1.31, where the Septuagint text, in rendering Nw}, presents 
the same two variant readings: ἐτροφοφόρησεν (so B and 
28 other mss.; érporogop. ten mss.) σὲ κύριος ὁ θεός cou, 
ὡς εἴ τις τροφοφορήσει (BE al; τροποφορ. BY N 75 Origen™) 
ἄνθρωπος τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ. In Acts a majority of the Com- 
mittee regarded ἐτροποφόρησεν to be slightly better attested 
(by Alexandrian and several Western witnesses). On the other 
hand, one has the feeling that in the context it is more likely 
that reference should be made to God’s interposition and 
efforts in behulf of the Israelites rather than his forbearance 
in the face of their ingratitude; (he problem is whether the 
greater appropriateness was sensed by the author or by copyists. 
On balance it seemed best to adopt the reading that differs 
from the prevailing Septuagint text, on the ground that seribes 








* See W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Empire, pp. 25. and 
A. H. M, Jones, The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces (Oxford, 1987), 
pp. 128. 

ἀ Lake and Cadbury raise the question whether there is evidence that 
the word τροφρφορεῖν really existed in Grevk, and refer to Hlass’s state- 
ment, “Non video quomodo formari potuerit τροφοῴ., at ext formatum 
προποῷ. (Cie. ad Att. 13, 29, 3) - φέρειν τὸν τρόπον τινός, paticnter 
ferre aliquem. Etiam 2 Macc. 7.27 minime de τροφῇ agitur,” Acta 
apostolorum . .. editio philologiea, p, 149. 
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would have been more likely to accommodate the two than to 
make them diverge. 


13.19 καὶ καθελών 


‘The initial καί is absent from B 81 cop; it is present in 
p¢8 ACD EH L Pand almost all minuscules. Despite Ropes’s 
argument for taking (as Westcott and Hort did) the preceding 
ds as “when,” the Committee regarded it as less cumbersome 
syntax and more in the style of Luke when numerals are 
involved to understand ὡς as “about,” and therefore was 
isposed to explain the absence of καί as haplography due to 
the following καθελών. 





13.19 τήν fC} 


Although αὐτοῖς may have been omitted because it seemed 
to be too clumsy with the following αὐτῶν, a majority of the 
Committee preferred the shorter reading (supported, as it is, 
by carly witnesses representing the Alexandrian and the 
Western types of text), and explained the insertion of αὐτοῖς 
either as an assimilation to Dt 3.28 or as an expansion made in 
the interest, of clarification (‘“he gave tiem their land as an 
inheritance”), 


18.20 ὡς ἔτεσιν... μετὰ ταῦτα {D} 


‘The problems of verses 19 and 20 are both textual and 
exegetical. The ‘Textus Reeeptus (following D® E ΡΨ and 
most minuscules) speaks of the period of the judges following 
the division of Canaan: “and after that he gave unto them 
judges about the space of four hundred and fifty years until 
Samuel the prophet” (AV). On the other hand the Alexandrian 
text transfers the temporal clause to the end of ver. 19, and 
thus makes the four hundred fifty years cover a period prior 
to the institution of the judges: “ον when he had destroyed 
seven nations in the land of Cansan, he gave them their land 
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as an inheritance, for about four hundred and fifty years. 
(20) And after that he gave them judges until Samuel the 
prophet” (RSV). 

‘The chronological reckoning involved in the reading of the 
Textus Receptus agrees almost exuetly with that of Josephus 
(443 years, according to Antiquities, vim.iii.1), and both differ 
widely from 1 Kgs 6.1, where it is said that Solomon (who 
lived long after the judges) began his temple in the four hundred 
and eightieth (so the Hebrew text; but the Septuagint text 
reads four hundred and fortieth) year after the Exodus. The 
reckoning that lies behind the Alexandrian text evidently 
covers the four hundred years of the stay in Egypt (ver. 17) 
plus the forty years in the wilderness (ver. 18), plus about ten 
‘years for the distribution of the land (Jos 14). 

On the surface, however, the Alexandrian text appears to 
limit the four hundred fifty years to the time that passed 
between the division of the land by Joshua and the institution 
of the judges."* 10 was probably in order to prevent the reader 
from drawing such an erroneous conclusion that scribes trans- 
posed the temporal clause to the following sentence, producing 
the reading of the Textus Receptus, 

Tt may be added that when modern translators of the 
‘Alexandrian text break up the one Greck sentence of verses 
17, 18, and 19 into several diffcrent sentences, it is almost 
inevitable that the reader will take the temporal clause of 
ver. 19 as referring only to the final sentence."* 








1 So, e.g, Lake and Cadbury, Haenchen, ε al. 

“That the author of the Alexandrian text cannot have intended such 
‘a meaning is shown by (1) the verb κατεκληρονόμησεν, which refors to 
ἃ definite point of time and not to a perlod of more than four centuries; 
and (2) the usage of the dative case (In distinction from the accusatives 
of time fn verses 18 and 21) to embrace the whole period from the date 
Implied tn ver..17 to the diviston of the promised land. 

1M The New American Standard Bible (La Habra, Calif., 1963) attempts 
to prevent the reader from drawing such an inference by punetuating ver. 19 
wrth α dash (--disrbated ther land a4 δὴ Inbertance—all of whith 
took about four hundred and fiity years”) 
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13.23 ἤγαγεν {B} 


Not only does ἤγαγεν have strong and vasied support, 
but in view of the presence of ἤγειρεν in ver. 22, it is easy to 
understand how copyists would have altered the less usual 
verb to the more characteristic expression. 


18.23 σωτῆρα ᾿Ιησοῦν 


Instead of reading “God has brought. to Israel ἃ Saviour, 
Jesus,” p* H Land about fifty minuscules read “God has 
brought to Isruel salvation.” The error arose, as Tischendorf 
observes, through a palacographical oversight, when cpa iN 
(-- σωτῇρα Ἰησοῦν) was read as cpran (-- σωτηρίαν), or 
CWTHPAIN as COTHPIAN. 


18.26 τί ἐμέ 


‘The reading τέ ἐμέ is supported by p* 8 AB (81 τί μαι 
{=4el) 915 cop™ eth, whereas the reading τένα pe is sup- 
ported by p#”™" C D EH L P Ψ most minuscules vg syr?" 
cop arm. Here the Alexandrian text corresponds to Aramaic 
usage,” and the Western and the Byzantine Greek texts reflect 
linguistic improvement. 

It is possible to take τί as equivalent to a relative pronoun'® 
and so to replace the question mark after εἶναι with a comma 
(resulting in the meaning, “I am not what you think I am” 
80 Haenchen and NEB). ; 


13.26 ἡμῖν [8] 


‘The interchange of ὑ for ἡ (both were pronounced 66), and 
viee versa, was a common blunder among Greck scribes (for 
example, earlier in the verse A D 81 read ἐν ἡμῖν instead of the 


"©, ©. Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acts, pp. 3 
ne le of Adis, pp. 371 

See Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 208, 4, and C. F. D. Moule, An Idiom 
Book of New Testament Greek (Cambridge, 1983). p. 124 
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‘obviously correct ἐν ὑμῖν). In the present case the context as 
well as a combination of Alexandrian and Western witnesses 
strongly support the first person pronoun. 


13.27-29 


"The text of these three verses circulated in a variety of 
forms, the shortest being that of the Alexandrian witnesses. 
Several forms of the Western text (or, several Western types 
of text) supply various additions in order to provide a more 
complete, though summary, account of Jesus’ trial and death. 
Here and there the text of codex Bezae is obviously corrupt 
and ungrammatical. By using evidence from the Harclean 
Syriac and the Old Latin witnesses Blass, Hilgenfeld, Zahn, 
Ropes, and Clark reconstructed what each regarded as the 
original Western text. Ropes’s reconstruction, which may 
be selected as representative of a median text, is as follows: 
(27) οἱ γὰρ κατοικοῦντες ἐν ᾿Ιερουσαλὴμ καὶ οἱ ἄρχοντες 
αὐτῆς, μὴ συνιέντες τὰς γραφὰς τῶν προφητῶν τὰς κατὰ 
πᾶν σάββατον ἀναγεινωσκομένας ἐπλήρωσαν, (28) καὶ 
μηδεμίαν αἰτίαν θανάτου εὑρόντες ἐν αὐτῷ, κρείναντες αὐτόν, 
παρέδωκαν Πειλάτῳ εἰς ἀναίρεσιν" (29) ὡς δὲ ἐτέλουν πάντα 
τὰ περὶ αὐτοῦ γεγραμμένα, ἡτοῦντο τὸν Πειλᾶτον μετὰ τὸ 
σταυρωθῆναι αὐτὸν ἀπὸ τοῦ ξίλου καθαιρεθῆναι, καὶ ἐπιτυ-. 
χόντετ᾽ καθεῖλον καὶ ἔθηκαν εἰς μνημεῖον (“For those who live 
in Jerusalem and her rulers, not understanding” the seriptures 
of the prophets, which are read every sabbath, fulfilled them, 
(28) and though they found no cause of death in him, after 
having judged him they delivered him to Pilate for destruction; 








Ropes; “Detached Note on xiii.27-29," The Test of Acts, 





On the difference between the Alexandrian and the Western repre- 
sentation of the Jews' culpability, see E. J. Epp, “The ‘Ignorance Motif? 
in Acts and Anti-Tudaie Tendencies in Codex Bezae,"” Harvard Theological 
Review, ὧν (1962), pp. 57-89, and idem, The Theological Tendency of 
Codex Beene Cantabrigiensis in Acts (Cambridge, 1986), pp. $1-51 
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(29) and as they were fulfilling all that was written concerning 
him, they begged Pilate, after he was crucified, for him to be 
taken down from the tree; and having gained their request, 
they took him down and put him into ἃ tomb”), 


13.31 [νῦν] 


‘The evidence for and against the inclusion of νῦν is curiously 
ambiguous, On the one hand, its varying position (after εἰσί 
in &, before it in A C 81), its expanded form (ἄχρι νῦν in D), 
and its omission altogether by B and the ecclesiastical text, 
suggest that it was added in various places. On the other hand, 
however, the fact that in similar passages (2.32; 3.15; 5.2, 
10,80) it is not read (even as a variant reading), suggests that 
it was not added here by scribes but comes from the author. 
Its absence in some witnesses may be accounted for either 
because it was regarded as unnecessary, or because the apostles 
not only now first, but for a long time past, were witnesses 

In order to represent the balance of possibilities, the Com- 
mittee decided to print νῦν before εἰσέν but to enclose it within 
square brackets. 








18.33 [αὐτῶν] ἡμῖν [Ὁ] 


Although ἡμῶν is by far the best attested reading, it gives 
4 most improbable sense (since the promise was made to the 
fathers, we expect to read that it was fulfilled, not “to our 
children” but ‘to their children’). On the other hand, both 
αὐτῶν and αὐτῶν ἡμῖν are so eminently appropriate that if 
either had been the original reading, one cannot understand 
how the readings ἡμῶν and ἡμῖν could have arisen. 





5.6. D. Kilpatrick, who adopts ἡμῶν, suggests that here the author 
bimeelf made αὶ slip of the pen and wrote nonsense (“An Eclectic Study of 
the Text of Acts,” Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert 
Pierce Cosey, edited by J. Neville Birdsall and Robert W. Thomson 
[Preiburg, 1963}, p. 74). 
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Several conjectural emendations have been proposed, in- 
gerne eo ἡμῶν (in our time") by Lachmann® at ἐκπε- 
πλήρωκεν ἡμῖν καὶ τοῖς τέκνοις ἡμῶν by Chase,” who fone 

es 2.39, While the seribe of ms. 142 (eleventh century) has 
Preserved what many regard as the correct reading, he has 
Fone so only, so to speak, accidentally or by a happy eonjec- 
ture. At the same time it is possible to argue that the reading 
αὐτῶν ἡμῖν in the great majority of witnesses is a pores 
reading and therefore oe strong presumption for the 
carly exit of the reading ἡμῖν. 

"ἐπα ἢ though pea with Hort’s judgment that 
“it can hardly be doubted that ἡμῶν is a primitive sore 
of ἡμῖν,» felt compelled by the predominance of extern 

evidence to print αὐτῶν ἡμῖν, but, in view of the hosed 
tional considerations mentioned above, to enclose αὐτῶν within 
square brackets, Besides the customary rendering of (ἢ 
ἡμῖν, it has been proposed to take ἡμῖν with what follows an 

i translate, “This promise God has fulfilled for the children, 
having for us raised up Jesus” (so W. Ε΄ Burnside, The Acts 
of the Apostles (Cambridge, 1916}, p. 163). 





13.33 ᾿Ιησοῦν é 

Several Western witnesses expand Ἰησοῦν by reading τὸν 
κύριον "Ἰησοῦν Χριστόν (D cop Ambrose) or re iy 
ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦν (614 Ἔν Hilary). Tt is obvious that if either of 
these had been the original reading, copyists would not τὶς 
deliberately shortened the text so as to produce ᾿Ιησοῦν, whic 
is read by the overwhelming mass of witnesses. 





= reac to hin 2nd tition, vo pb 
ΔῊ cea Τὴν Crd of te Book ofthe Acs of the Aponte 
ἘΣ ὟΝ 
Hen ἀρ ον Eaet Readings” p. 85. With Hore age, ef Souter 
(ease Wig Srna G01, p18), Hopes Phe Te! of 6 
et (Kommentar, a lo), ani Brad Lave (Son 
‘Saviour (Lund, 1961], pp. 7-8). 
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13.33 τῷ, δευτέρῳ [Ὁ] 


It is not known when numerals were first assigned to the 
Psalms. There is some patristic and rabbinical evidence that 
in the early Christian period what is now reckoned as the 
second Psalm was regurded as the continuation of the first 
Psalm. In his comments on the second Psalm Origen states 
that he had two Hebrew manuscripts, in one of which the 
second Psalm was joined to the first. In illustration of such an 
ordering of the Psalms he refers to the present passage in Acts, 
where the statement, “Thou art my Son, today I have be. 
gotten thee,” is identified as a quotation from the first. Psalm, 
whereas in the Greek manuscripts (here Origen means the 
Septuagint) this Psalm is indicated (μηνύει) as the second. 
At the sume time, one should not overlook the fuct, he adds, 
that no Hebrew manuscript of the Psalms actually contains a 
number, such as “first” or “second” or “third.” 

Both the Jeruswem and the Babylonian ‘Talmuds contain 
examples of rabbinical exegesis that count the first and second 
Psalms as one Psalm.® In quoting the two Psalms Justin 
Martyr passes from the first to the second without indicat- 
ing any break (Apol. 140), and Husebius, Apollinaris, and 
Huthymius Zigabenus (all of whom, however, are probably 
dependent upon Origen) refer to this Hebrew practice. 

On the Latin side Hilary discusses at length in his treatise 
on the Psalms whether the apostle Paul made an error when, 
in Acts, he designated the quotation as coming from the 
first Psalm. Likewise in some manuscripts Tertullian (ad. 
Marcionem, 1.22) and Cyprian (Testimonia, 1.13: 11.112) 














Sce Jerusalem Talmud, Teanith, fol. 65, 3, quoted by John Lightfoot, 
Horas hebraicae εἰ talmudieae, ed. by Robert Gandell, vol. ἐν (Oxford. 
1859), pp. 119f., and Babylonian Talnud, Berakoth, fal. 9b, translated 
by Maurice Simon, in the Soncino edition (London, 1948), pp. 50. In 
both cases the purpose of making such an enumeration is to enable the 
opening verse of Psalm 20 to stand immediately after the vightecuth 
Psalm, in the interest of drawing a parallel with the Kightcen Renedictions 
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adduce passages from the second Psalm under the rubric of 
ee pet aero the Greek manuscript evidence of Ac 13.38 
it is apparent that the reading “second Psalm” was very widely 
disseminated—all uncials except D read δευτέρῳ. ron 
‘On the other hand, the patristic evidence for πρώτῳ is, 
if not overwhelming (as Clark characterizes it), at least. very 
the textual critic must weigh probabilities: was it mors 
likely that Luke was: acquainted with the tradition that aie fe 
the first two Psalms 88 one, and later editors or transeribers 
altered his πρώτῳ to δευτέρῳ to conform to what Donums: Fi 
usual enumeration, or was πρώτῳ substituted by someon 
who was acquainted with the rabbinical practice of eombining 
ἢ 
nr is the reading of μὴ, τοῖς Ψαλμοῖσ, to be preferred, not 
only because i ἦν the oldest, but for transriptonal reasons as 
well? Phe variety of positions at which the numeral ie ᾿ 
πρώτῳ or δευτέρῳ) is introduced makes both numerals su 





τε iptorum Eeclesiasticorum 
“Tn lition of Tertullian in the Corpus Soriptoru J ἡ 
eel ire cage abandons the oldest ceed Sa soe 
pombe pet ἦν mon} Syprian in we 
‘in secundo psalmo. The manuscript testimony of aie Nee 
pesages mentioned is divided, some reading in primo pyalmo; 
Wetances al manuscripts of ‘Testimonia cite passages fron the 
pede lm as psalmo secundo. For other patristic toferences see 
Sa 8 eee el oa Σ 
der kaniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften 2u Géltingon, XX? 
λον, an. 16-18; for «disusyon, sve Zab, Die Urauagabe der Apotly- 
chichle des Lucas (Leiprig, 1916), pp. 83 and 234f. Annie te 
A.C. Clark, The dee ofthe Aposls,p. 386. Ropes who devotes an 
extended note to the problem (The Text of Acts, pp. 263-265), also adop 
πρώτῳ as original in Acts. ee 
Per tahendort and Souter cite but with αὶ question mak) dhe tenth 
leventh century semt-uneial manuseript 0142 in support of the omission 
othe sumer; upon inspection by Dom G. Morin, however, Ht has been 
Secertained that this manuscript reads ds καὶ ἐν τῷ B ψαλμῷ γέγραπται, 
[ee E.R. Smothers in Recherches de science reliieuse, xx1v {1984}, 
pp. 467 f.). 
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pect. The rabbinical evidence for counting the two Psalms as 
one is linked, as was mentioned above, with the eurrency of 
the Kighteen Benedictions; but it is generally agreed that in 
the first century this liturgical set of prayers contained fewer 
than eighteen (perhaps twelve) benedictions, and so such an 
incentive to join the two Psalms could not have ‘operated at. 
that early date. 

Yet, if the shorter reading is regarded as original, one has 
the difficulty of explaining why, in this passage alone in the 
New Testament, almost all scribes thought it necessary to 
identify the quotation by using a numeral with ψαλμῷ, Does 
not this tradition suggest that the author had used one or the 
other numeral? 

In view of the balance in transcriptional probabilities a 
majority of the Committee, impressed by the weight of four 
of the great uncials, supported as they are by p" 33 SI al, 
preferred the reading τῷ Ψαλμῷ γέγραπται τῷ δευτέρῳ. 


18.33 σε 


The Western text (D vg syr"* cop) continues the 
quotation by adding Ps 2.8, αἴτησαι παρ᾽ ἐμοῦ καὶ δώσω σοι 
ἔθνη τὴν κληρονομίαν σου, καὶ τὴν κατάσχεσίν σου τὰ πέρατα 
τῆς γῆς (“Ask of me and I will give you Gentiles for your 
inheritance, and for your possession the ends of the earth”), 


4. ὅτι (1) 


Instead of ὅτι (1), which resumes the quotation begun at 
the beginning of ver. 38 (ὅτι), D 614 2412 ites ve Hilary 


rt 








™ According to Zahn, in his first edition of Acts Luke followed the old 
Jewivh synagogal usage in the public reading of Psalms 1 and 2 as onc, 
whereas Inter either Luke himself altered the numeral (to accommodate 
the reforence to the scriptural usage current in Greek congregations) ot 
various scribes made the alteration (sce Die Apastelgeachichte des Lucas 
(Leipzig and Erlangen, 1921], p. 443). Tt may be asked, however, what 
evidence exists to prove that in the first century the Psalms were ineluded 
in the loctionary of scripture readings for synagogue services? 
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continue with a somewhat casier and more loosely articulated 
ion introdueed by ὅτε. 

Coe apart ver, 34 with the following material® “πὸ 
has raised him up from the dead in such a way az never again 
to return to decay, that all the people may know and do penance 
(he had said thus) this namely is the way which is written in 
Tsaias the prophet, 1 will give you the holy and everlasting 
‘covenant and sure (promises) mercies of David.” 


13.38 διὰ τούτου 

‘The reading διὰ τούτου (“through this man,” 8 A ΒΟ Ὁ 
L P many minuscules) is more appropriate in the context 
(compare ἐν τούτῳ, ver. 39) than διὰ τοῦτο (“for this reason, 
p* B® 6) 326 436 1175 1838 al). ‘The latter reading may have 
arisen accidentally when T fell out by haplography. The 
reading διὰ αὐτοῦ (E 218 425 611 642 808 αἱ) softens what 
could be taken as a slightly disrespectful tone in τούτου (‘this 
fellow”). The reading διὰ τοῦτον (919) is an orthographi¢ 
variant, 


13.38-89 

In order to smooth the construction by amplifying the 
sense the Western text makes several insertions: “Through 
this mdn forgiveness of sins is proclaimed to you, and repentance 
(μετάνοια, D vg" (yr "+ and cop? before καταγ- 
‘yéderat)) from all those things from which you could not be 
freed by the law of Moses; by him therefore οὖν, D 614 sys" ἢ 
every one that believes is freed before God” (παρὰ θεῷ 
(yr ὑπὸ θεοῦ)). 


13.40 ἐπέλθῃ 10] 
ition οἵ ἐφ᾽ bua Jement 

‘The addition of ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς scems to be a natural suppl 
that scribes felt to be necessary in the context. Had it been 


» See above, p. 348, footnote 5. 
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present originally, there is no good reason that would account 
for its being dropped. 


13.40 ἐν τοῖς προφήταις. 


Cop% makes the reference more explicit, “what is said in 
Habakkuk the prophet.” 


18.41 ἔργον (2) 

The second instance of ἔργον (p" 8 A B C 88 81 1765 1827 
vg cop") was omitted (Ὁ) 1) 1. P 104 216 326 429 915 1881 
ite'e” yr? al) either because it was felt to be redundant, or 
in order to assimilate the text to the Septuagint text of Hab 1.5. 


13.41 ὑμῖν 


At the close of Paul’s speech D adds καὶ ἐσίγησαν, and 614 
syr"™% * cop add καὶ ἐσίγησεν. The former reading de- 
scribes the deep impression that the apostle’s words made on 
his hearers; the latter reading indicates merely that he had 
finished his address, 


18.425. αὐτῶν {A} 


‘The ambiguity of the earliest text (“‘as they li. e. the apostles} 
went out, they [i.¢. the people] besought them ...”) was τος 
lieved by expansions serving to identify the several groups. 
‘Thus, in the Textus Receptus (following P 049 056 and most 
minuscules) the subject of ἐξιόντων is τῶν Ιουδαίων, and this 
is balanced by τὰ ἔθνη as the subject of παρεκάλουν (see the 
comments on the following set of variants). 





13.42 mapexddouv .. . σάββατον {C} 

The Textus Receptus (see the comments on the preceding 
set of variants) adds τὰ ἔθνη, probably because it was con- 
sidered necessary that the request to speak again should be 
ascribed to the Gentiles, in view of the hostility of the Jews 
(ver. 45) 
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Instead of μεταξύ, which more properly means “between” 
and only in common parlance “next,” codex Bezae preferred 
the unambiguous ἑξῆς. 

Codex Laudianus (12), which has very short lines (sometimes 
but a single word), accidentally omits παρεκάλουν; codex 
Vaticanus likewise omits it, but inserts another verb (which 
can also mean “they were asking”) after σάββατον. 

‘The fact that there is a certain amount of repetition between 
verses 42 and 43, as well as the ambiguity referred to in the 
comments on the previous set of variants, accounts for the 
multiplication of variant readings. Hort was inclined to think 
that the exegetical difficulties pointed to the existence of a 
primitive error that had infected all witnesses, and suggested 
that “perhaps ᾿Αξιούντων should replace Ἐξιόντων, and 
παρεκάλουν and the stop ut the end of the verse be omitted.” 
‘The resulting text, however, which involves two genitives 
absolute before the main verb, can hardly be regarded as supe- 
rior to the reading attested by the majority of the old uncials. 
Even less plausible is the proposal to take παρεκάλουν as “a 
corruption of wap’ ᾿Αμβακούμ (or perhaps map’ ᾿Αβακούμ--- 
ἃ possible form)—i. ¢. ‘from Habakkuk’: originally « sidenote 
to the effect that the quotation in ν. 41, with which Paul's 
speech ends, was made from that prophet." Apart from the 
fact that παρά was not the preposition normally used to denote 
the origin of a quotation, the resulting syntax of the sentence 
without παρεκάλουν is impossibly chaotic. 





13.43-44 


After Βαρναβᾷ 614 αἱ syr* w+ insert ἀξιοῦντες βαπτι- 
σθῆναι (“asking that they be baptized’), an addition which, 


"Notes on Sclect Readings,” p. 95. The emended text could be 
translated, “When they asked that they speak these words to them on 
the next sabbath, and after the synagogue {meeting] was dismissed, many 
Jews and devout converts to Judaism followed Paul...” 

5 8ο E, E. Kellett; “Note on Acts xilid2,” Bzposifory Times, xxv 
(922-28), pp. 188-189. 
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as Huenchen says, was made in order to give content to the 
exhortation that they “‘continue in the grace of God.”” 

At the close of ver. 43 codex Laudianus (E) cop and the 
Greek text known to Bede add ἐγένετο δὲ κατὰ πᾶσαν πόλιν 
φημισθῆναι τὸν λόγον (“And it came to pass that the word 
was spread throughout all the city”), The verb φημίζειν 
occurs elsewhere in the New Testament only at Mt 28.15 
as a variant reading of διαφημίζειν. The addition was probably 
made in order to explain how it was that on the following 
sabbath almost the whole city gathered together. 

Codex Bevae, supported in part by syr#"* cop®®, makes 
even more extensive additions: “And it came to pass that the 
word of God went throughout the whole city (ἐγένετο δὲ 
Kad’ ὅλης τῆς πόλεως διελθεῖν τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ). And the 
next sabbath almost the whole (ὅλη for πᾶσα) city gathered 
together to hear Paul, And when he made a long discourse 
about the Lord (ἀκοῦσαι Παύλου. πολὺν τε λόγον ποιησα- 
μένου" περὶ τοῦ κυρίου) and the Jews saw the multitudes, 
they were filled with jealousy, and contradicted the words 
{τοῖς λόγοις) spoken by Paul, contradicting and (ἀντιλέγοντες 
καί) blaspheming.”” 


18.44 τὸν λόγον τοῦ κυρίου [0] 

Ike, as well as the other New Testament writers, ses 
the expression ὁ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ more frequently than 6 λόγος 
τοῦ κυρίου." In view of the rather evenly balanced external 
attestation, a majority of the Committee judged it more 
probable that the more frequently used phrase was substituted 
for the less frequently used one, than vice versa. 


13.45 βλασφημοῦντες {B} 


‘A majority of the Committee preferred the shorter text, re- 
gurding the longer reading as a Western expansion. The reading 





55, Compare the Western addition at 11.2, πολὺν λόγον ποιούμενος. 
4 For statisties, see above, p. 401, footnote 2. 
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ἐναντιούμενοι Kai appears to be an attempt to avoid the 
tautology which ἀντελέγοντες makes with ἀντέλεγον. 


13.48 τὸν λόγον τοῦ κυρίου [ΟἹ 


The accusative is the object οἵ ἐδόξαζον. Now, the ex- 
pression δοξάζειν τὸν θεόν occurs frequently, but δοξάζειν 
τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ (or κυρίου) is not found elsewhere. Prob- 
ably for this reason codex Bezae substitutes ἐδέξαντο (“re 
ceived”), Other seribes and translators omitted τὸν λόγον 
and made τὸν θεόν the object of the verb, and several (including 
those responsible for 614 876 1799 2412 and syr") reworded the 
text to produce ἐδόξαζον τὸν θεὸν καὶ ἐπίστευσαν τῷ λόγῳ 
τοῦ κυρίου (‘“glorified God and believed the word of the Lord”). 

As was the case in ver. 44, so here also the Committee judged 
that it was more likely that τὸν λόγον τοῦ κυρίου would be 
supplanted by the more frequent τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ, than 
vice versa, especially since ὁ λόγος τοῦ κυρίου oceurs in ver. 49, 


13.50 διωγμόν. 


Codex Bezae, partly supported by E, adds θλῖψιν μεγάλην 
καί before διωγμόν (“,. stirred up great affliction and perseou- 
tion against Paul and Barnabas”); for a similar Western ex- 
pansion, see 8.1, 


14.2-7 


‘The Western text of these verses adds a number of details 
that serve, among other things, to smooth away what, in the 
ordinary text, is a seeming lack of eoheren 
2 and 3 (where mention is made of the opposition of the Jew: 
therefore the apostles remained for a long time), According 
to codex Bezae (with support im part from syr*"® and cop) 
the passage’ runs as follows (itslies mark the chief additions 
and changes): “But the chiefs of the synayogue of the Jews and 
the rulers of the synagogue |syr*™* omits “of the synagogue,” 
thus identifying ‘the rulers’ as those of the previously men- 
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tioned Iconians] stirred up jor themselves! persecution against 
the righteous (οἱ δὲ ἀρχισυνάγωγοι τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων καὶ οἱ 
ἄρχοντες τῆς συναγωγῆς ἐπήγαγον αὐτοῖς διωγμὸν κατὰ 
τῶν δικαίων), and poisoned the minds of the Gentiles against 
the brethren, But the Lord soon gave peace (ὁ δὲ κύριος ἔδωκεν 
ταχὺ εἰρήνην). (3) So they remained for a long time, speaking 
boldly for the Lord, who bore witness to the word of his grace, 
granting signs and wonders to be done by their hands. (4) But 
the people of the city were divided; some sided with the Jews, 
and some with the apostles, cleaving to them on account of the 
‘word of God (κολλώμενοι διὰ τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ). (5) When 
an attempt was made [αραΐνι, so ΒΚ τι δ᾿ cop*| by both Gentiles 
and Jews, with their rulers, to molest them |a second time, 
so syr™* cope") and to stone them [it* and syr*"* state that 
they did stone them], (6) they learned of it and [syr'"* cop* 
om, “leamed of it and” fled to Lystra and Derbe, cities of 
Lycuonia, and to the whole (ὅλην is added after περέχωρον) 
surrounding country; (7) and there they preached the gospel, 
and the whole multitude ras moved by (drew near to, cop) 
the leaching. And Paul and Barnabas stayed on in Lystra 
(καὶ ἐκεινήθη ὅλον τὸ πλῆθος ἐπὶ τῇ διδαχῇ. ὁ δὲ Παῦλος 
καὶ Βαρναβᾶς διέτριβον ἐν Δύστροι:)." 

‘The greater smoothness of the Western text is probably a 
mark of its secondary character? for all the additions seem 
to be comments calculated to remedy the difficulty of the 
ordinary text.? 

Wendt! and Moffatt? secure a smoother text by transposing 








ΙΝ is not quite certain how αὐτοῖς is to be taken. Normally one 
would regard it as the object of ἐπί in the verb, “stirred up perseention 
against them,” but the following κατὰ τῶν διταίων seems to render it 
superfluous. It may represent, ss Torrey suggests, the Aramaie ethics! 
dative (Documents of the Primitive Church, pp. 125, 138, 147), and it is 
taken thus in the translation above. See slso the comments on ver. 27. 

* 80 FB, Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 277. 

#80 Cadbury and Lake, The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. αν, p. 161. 

© Die Apostelgeschichte, 1913, p. 218, Anm. 2. 

τ The New Testament, a New Translation, in loc. 
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ver. 3 to what they assume to be its original position between 
verses 1 and 2. Haenchen takes the aorist verbs in ver. 2 as 
ingressive (Blass-Debrunner-Punk, §318) and regards the 
Western text as an unnecessary expansion of what is already 
expressed in the usual text. 
14.8 [ἐπὶ] τῷ λόγῳ 

On the one hand, the overwhelming weight of external evi- 
dence reads τῷ λόγῳ (p" 8B CD EL. P Wand apparently all 
minuscules), whereas only ἃ few witnesses read ἐπὶ τῷ λόγῳ 
(8* A syr’ cop). On the other hand, ἐπί is such an unusual 
construction after μαρτυρεῖν that, according to the opinion 
of Ropes (ad loc.), it is probably genuine, perhaps being derived 
from an Aramaic original (98). Desiring to take into account 
both these considerations, a majority of the Committee decided 
to include ἐπί in the text, but to enclose it within square 
brackets. 


14.6 συνιδόντες κατέφυγον 


For συνιδόντες κατέφυγον, Hammond conjectured σπεύ- 
δόντες, “they made haste and fied’’ (see footnote 7 on p. 395). 





14.6 Λυκαονίας 


Aftet Λυκαονίας the palimpsest ith adds (as deciphered by 
$8, Buchanan)? sicut the dizerat eis LX [X11] (‘‘just as Jesus 
had said to the Seventy-two”), The reference is to the words 
of Jesus in Lk 10.10-12. 


*§ Die A postelgeschichte, ad loc. 

ΤΙ should be mentioned that some of Buchanan’s palacographical 
work has come under sovere criticism; soo H. A. Sanders, “Buchanans 
Publikationen altlateinischer Texte, cine Warnung,”” Zeitschrift far die 
‘eutestamentlighe Wissenschaft, xxt (1922), pp. 291-299, and compare 
the annotation on item no. 936 in B, M, Metager’s Annotated Bibliography 
of the Textual Criticiem of the New Testament, 1914-1939 (Copenhagen, 
1955). As Ropes points out (ad loc.) “πὸ other authority seems to give 
any bint of this gloss.” 
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14.8 ἀδύνατος ἐν Πύστροις 


‘The omission of the phrase ἐν Αύστροις in D I: cop is to 
be accounted for either because it was felt to be unnecessary 
owing to its presence in the immediately previous sentence 
(in D), or because it dropped out due to palaeographical 
similarity with the adjacent ἀδύνατος, when written in uncials, 

Despite the rather slender external support for the reading 
ἀνὴρ ἀδύνατος ἐν Δύστροις τοῖς ποσίν (only δ΄ B 1175), 
ἃ majority of the Committee preferred it. to the reading ἀνὴρ 
ἐν Λύστροις ἀδύνατος τοῖς ποσίν (p* N° A Ὁ H L P most 
minuscules) because the former has the appearance of being 
primitive and seems to ery out for rearrangement, whereas if 
the latter reading, which is the smoother of the two, were 
original, it is difficult to account for the emergence of the other. 








14.8-9 


Several Western witnesses introduce a variety of expansions. 
At the close of ver. 8 it” adds (according to Berger) the phrase 
Whabens timorem dei (“having the fear of God”) [Buchanan 
could not read dei in the manuscript, which is a palimpsest). 
According to Blass, the intention of the addition is to deseribe 
the cripple as a Jewish proselyte. In accord with this interpreta- 
tion of the phrase is the addition to ver. 9 in the same witness, 
“he heard the apostle gladly” (libenter=7béws). Codex Bezae 
moves the phrase to ver. 9, and after λαλοῦντος reads ὑπάρχων 
ἐν φόβῳ, where its meaning is more difficult to interpret; 
Zakn thinks it means “being in despair,” but Ramsay still 
takes it to mean that he was a “Godfearer.”* The reading of 
itt makes the man’s faith the result of Paul’s preaching, 
hic cum audisset Paulum loquentem, credidit (“When he had 
heard Paul speaking, he believed”). After “speaking” cop 
expands with circumstantial detail: “He had been wishing to 


= W. M. Ramsay, St Paul the Traveller and the Roman Citizen (London, 
1905), p. 116. 
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hear Paul speak. When Paul saw him he looked in his face; 
he knew in the spirit that he had true faith to be cured.” 


14.10 


‘The Western text is assimilated to the account of Peter’s 
healing the lame man at the Beautiful gate of the temple 
(3.6). After φωνῇ C Ὁ (E) 228 614 876 (2412) it" syrb™* 
cop Trenacus add σοι λέγω ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι τοῦ κυρίου 
Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, and after ὀρθός D it syn cop add καὶ 
περιπάτει (compare Lk 5.23). 

‘At the close of the verse several Western witnesses emphasize 
that the cure was instantaneous (compare 3.7): after καὶ 
D adds εὐθέως παραχρῆμα, EW adds παραχρῆμα, and syr™* 
reads “δὲ once that same hour.” 


14.13 


‘The reading of codex Bezae, of δὲ ἱερεῖς τοῦ ὄντος Διὸς 
πρὸ πόλεως... ἤθελον ἐπιθύειν (“But the priests of the 
local Zeus-before-the-city,” i.e. the Zeus whose temple was 
in front of the city) is, according to Lake and Cadbury, “cither 
original or represents a correction based on exact knowledge 
of the probable situation.”* Despite Blass’s protestations to 
the contrary, a college of priests was usually connected with 
great temples. 

Ropes, on the other hand, thinks that “the unhellenie phrase 
of the B+text τοῦ Διὸς τοῦ ὄντος πρὸ τῆς πόλεως may well 
reflect ἃ Semitic original.” 








14.14 οἱ ἀπόστολοι 


Weiss thinks that the omission of οἱ ἀπόστολοι (D itste# 
syr®) may have been deliberate because offense was taken at 


° The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. τν, p- 166. 
ΜΈ, Blass, Acia apostolorum . .. editio philologica, p. 168. 
* The Text of Acs, p. 132. 
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the extension of the title to Barnabas, who, moreover, is here 
mentioned before Paul. 


14.17 αὐτόν 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on αὐτόν. 


14.18 αὐτοῖς [Β] 


Dissatisfied with the ordinary text of ver. 18 as an adequate 
conclusion for the preceding pericope, copyists added a further 
circumstantial clause: “but to go each to his own home.” 
‘The addition, which reminds one of the reading of codex 
Bezae in 5.18 and the text of Jn 7.53, involves a rather strained 
connection with the earlier part of the sentence. 


14.19 ἐπῆλθαν δὲ... καὶ πείσαντες τοὺς ὄχλους [6] 


In the Westem text the abruptness of the transition to ἃ 
now scene is softened by the insertion of a circumstantial clause, 
which ig followed by an expansion that may represent, as Lake 
and Cadbury suggest, “a perverted tradition as to the Judaistic 
controversy in Galatia,” The expanded form of text, preserved 
in D (in part) it” syr®"* and other Western witnesses (including 
the more recently discovered cop) was reconstructed by 
A. ©, Clark as follows: διατριβόντων δὲ αὐτῶν καὶ διδασκόντων 
ἐπῆλθόν τινες Ἰουδαῖοι ἀπὸ Ἰκονίου καὶ ᾿Αντιοχείας καὶ 
διαλεγομένων αὐτῶν παρρησίᾳ ἕπεισαν τοὺς ὄχλους ἀπο- 
στῆναι ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν λέγοντες ὅτι οὐδὲν ἀληθὲς λέγουσιν, ἀλλὰ 


"Der Codex D in der Apostelgeschichte, p. 78. Kilpatrick, however, 
prefers the reading of Bezae, which has the participle in the singular 
number (ἀκούσας δὲ Βαρναβᾶς καὶ Παῦλοτ); see Ὁ. D. Kilpatrick in 
Biblical and Patristie Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, edited by 
J. Neville Birdsall and Robert W. Thomson, pp. 69. 

1 The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. τν, p- 187. 
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πάντα ψεύδονται. καὶ ἐπισείσαντες τοὺς ὄχλους... (“But 
while they were staying there and teaching, certain Jews came 
from Iconium and Antioch, and openly disputed |it” adds: 
the word of God]; these persunded the multitudes to with- 
draw from them, saying that they were not telling the truth 
at all, but were liars at every point. And having incited the 
multitudes .. .”). 

It is noteworthy that cop® omits “and Antioch,” either 
by accident or perhaps because it was thought unlikely that 
Jews would come from so distant a city (Pisidian Antioch was 
one hundred miles away from Lystra) in order to oppose the 
work of the apostles. 








14.20 


‘The ordinary text is expanded in several Western witnesses: 
“Then the disciples {brethren, cop] gathered around him, 
and the crowd left lit cop), And when evening had come 
[when the day grew late and darkness had come on, Ephraem), 
he rose up [with dificully, Τὰν Ἵ and went into the city” [ith 
φορ" 95]. 


14.25 τὸν λόγον 


The tendency to add either τοῦ κυρίου (ΝΑ C 614 vg 
gyre" * arm al) or τοῦ θεοῦ (p" ΤῈ ite) after λαλήσαντες 
τὸν λόγον must have been very strong, whereas no one would 
have omitted either of the qualifying genitives if it had been 
present originally. The shorter text is strongly supported by 
Β Ὁ HL P most minnscules cop" eth al. 


14.25 ᾿Αττάλειαν 


After ‘AT7@\eav, which was the harbor city, the Western 
text makes the statement that the apostles conducted a preach- 
ing mission there before sailing for Antioch; D (388) 614 
gyri τ cope add εὐαγγελιζόμενοι αὐτοὺς (αὐτοῖς 383) 











426 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


14.217 ἐποίησεν 

After ὅσα ὁ θεὸς ἐποίησεν codex Bezae continues with a 
pleonastic combination of pronouns, αὐτοῖς μετὰ τῶν ψυχῶν 
αὐτῶν. It is generally recognized that the reading μετὰ τῶν 
Ψυχῶν αὐτῶν retlects Semitic infiuence and is linguistically 
equivalent to μετὰ αὐτῶν in the usual text, The preceding 
αὐτοῖς is less easy to account for, but it probably represents 
the Aramaic proleptie pronoun, whieh is superfluous in Greek. 

‘Torrey thinks that the second-eentury editor wished to 
emphasize the twofold work of God (“for them” and “for the 
Gentiles”), and therefore wrote n7@p3 Nrny Tay, “had done 
for them themselves,” which was then turned back more 
literally into the Greek of D." 


15.1-5 


‘The Western text has introduced several extensive altera 
tions into the text of these verses. “And some men of those 
who had believed from the party of the Pharisees ("lovdatas)+réy 
πεπιστευκότων ἀπὸ τῆς αἱρέσεως τῶν Φαρισαίων, Ψ 014 
1799 2412 syr"*) camo down from Judea and were teaching 
the brethren, ‘Unless you are cireumeised and walk according 
to the custom of Moses (καὶ τῷ ἔθει Μωύσέως περιπατῆτε, 
D syr#"* cop), you cannot be saved.’ (2) And when Paul and 
Barnabas had no small dissension and debate with them— 
for Paul spoke maintaining firmly that they (i.e. the converts) 
should stay as they were when converted; but those who had come 
from Jerusalem ordered them, Paul and Barnabas and certain 
others. to go up to Jerusalem (@ratay ... ἐξ αὐτῶν! ἔλεγεν 
γὰρ ὁ Παῦλος μένειν οὕτως καθὼς ἐπίστευσαν διϊσχυριζόμε- 
νος, οἱ δὲ ἐληλυθότες ἀπὸ ᾿Ιερουσαλὴμ παρήγγειλαν αὐτοῖς 
τῷ Παύλῳ καὶ Βαρναβᾷ καί τισιν ἄλλοις ἀναβαίνειν, Ὁ 
(it's syr™® cop) to the apostles and elders that they 
might be judged before them (Ἱερουσαλήμ! εὅπως κριθῶσιν ἐπ᾿ 









tion, however. involves Torrey 
{see above, pp. 268 f.). 
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αὑτοῖς, 1) 1794 syr* * * (αὐτῶν, 614 2412)) about this ques- 
tion. (3) So, being sent on the way ... [verse 3 as in ordinary 
text]. (4) When they came to Jerusalem, they were weleomed 
hearlily (παρεδέχθησαν! τμεγάλως, Ο Ὁ (uéyws) 614 1799 
2412 syr**ith* cop) by the church and the apostles and 
the elders, having declared all that God had done with them. 
(δ) But those who had ordered them to go up to the elders 
(ἐξανέστησαν δὲ τινες τῶν] οἱ δὲ παραγγείλαντες αὐτοῖς 
ἀναβαίνειν πρὸς τοὺς πρεσβυτέρους ἐξανέστησαν ( + κατὰ 
τῶν ἀποστόλων, syr™) λέγοντες τίνες, D (syn) andl omit 
subsequent λέγοντες), namely certain believers who belonged 
to the party of the Pharisees, rose up (against the apostles), 
and said, ‘It is necessary to cirenmeise them, and to charge 
them to keep the law of Moses.’ ” 

The Western form of text is obviously written from a 
different point of view from the B-text. In the latter certain 
unidentified persons “arranged” (ἔταξαν) for Paul and Burna- 
bas, with others, to go from Antioch to Jerusalem; in the 
D-text, on the other hand, the envoys from Jerusalem “ordered” 
(παρήγγειλαν) Paul and others to go up to Jerusalem in 
order to give an account of themselves to the apostles and 
clders (ὅπως κριθῶσιν én’ αὐτοῖς). One cannot sy, however, 
that the Western paraphrast was anti-Pauline, for not only does 
he describe the Jerusulem chureh's welcome to the apostles as 
hearty’ (ver. 4), but he displays no trace whatever of the animus 
against Paul that is so apparent in the circles represented by 
the later Clementine Homilies, where Paul appears as ἐχθρὸς 
ἄνθρωπος. The most that can be said is that the Betext r 
fleets the point of view of Paul, whereas the D-text is more 
sympathetic to the local tradition of the ehureh at Jerusalem, 
It should be noted that in ver. 1 the Western text makes the 
demands still more sweeping by adding “and walk a 
to the custom of Moses.” Likewise, ihe designation in νι 
of the brethren arriving from Judea as former Pharis 
drawn from ver. 5, where perhaps it was intended that the 
should be omitted. 















es is 
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In ver. 2 αὐτοῖς (after παρήγγειλαν), which Ropes says “is 
not easily explained,” appears to be a clear example of the 
Semitic proleptie pronoun. 





4 ἀπό 

‘The more Semitic ἀπό of agent (B C 80" 94 307 326 431 
1175), a construction that appears elsewhere in Acts (δ. g. 
2.22; 15.33; 20.9), was replaced (perhaps under the influence 


of ver, 8) by the more classical ὑπό (ΡῈ 8 A D E HL P most 
minuscules), 


15.6 πρεσβύτεροι 

After πρεσβύτεροι 614 1799 2412 syr® Ephraem add the 
words σὺν τῷ πλήθει (“with the congregation”). ‘The gloss 
was probably suggested by verses 12 and 22, where reference 
is made to “the assembly” and “the whole church.” 


15.7 Πέτρος 


In order to enhance the solemnity of the occasion and the 
authority of the apostle Peter’s speech, several Western wit- 
nesses add, before or after Πέτρος, the (Holy) Spirit” 
(ἐν πνεύματι, D; + ἁγίῳ 614 1799 2412 syr™® Tertullian 
Ephraem).? 





16.7 ἐν ὑμῖν ἐξελέξατο ὁ θεός {BY 

‘The change to the first person pronoun (D Ψ 326 614 
829 2412 it? vg") seems to reflect the consideration that it 
was more in accord with ecclesiastical propriety for Peter 
to describe God’s choice as made from “us [the apostles)” 
than from “you [the whole church].” The Textus Receptus, 
following EH L P 049 most. minuscules, rearranges the words 
into a more natural order: ὁ θεὸς ἐν ἡμῖν ἐξελέξατο. 





‘Ch, C. M. Martini, 8.1, “Le figura di Pietro secondo le vatianti de! 
<odlice D negli AUG degli Apostoli,” Son Pietro (τ Αἰεὶ della XIX Settimana 
Brblien; Brescia (1987), pp. 279-289, 
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15.9 οὐθέν 


During the Christian era the less usual form was οὐθέν." 
Copyists would therefore be inclined to change it to οὐδέν. 


1A 

Perhaps in order to enhance the prestige of Peter, several 
‘Western witnesses (D syr* "+ Ephraem) add at the begin- 
ning of the verse the words συνκατατεθεμένων δὲ τῶν πρεσβυ- 
τέρων τοῖς ὑπὸ τοῦ Πέτρου εἰρημένοις (“And when the elders 
assented to what had been spoken by Peter”). 


15.16 κατεσκαμμένα 

Instead of κατεσκαμμένα (A Ο DEL P (oxa~ H) (ἀνεσκ- 
F) most minuscules), several witnesses (8 (τρεμ- B) 33 61 
104 326 915) read κατεστραμμένα. ‘The Septuagint text: of 
Am 9.11f., which is quoted here, also presents a variant 
reading involving the same word; A° Q* read κατεστραμμένα 
and Β ΩΣ read κατεσκαμμένα. The verb κατασκάπτειν occurs 
elsewhere in the New Testament only at Ro 11.3, A majority 
of the Committee preferred the rarer verb, supported as it is 
by representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts. 





15.18 γνωστὰ ἀπ᾽ αἰῶνος {C} 

Sine¢ the quotation from Am 9.12 ends with ταῦτα, the 
concluding words are James's comment. The reading γνωστὰ 
4x’ αἰῶνος, however, is s0 elliptical an expression that copyists 
made various attempts to recast the phrase, rounding it out 
as an independent sentence. 


15.20, 29; 21.25 


The text of the Apostolic Decree, as it is called, is given 
at 15.29; it is referred to proleptically in 15.20 and retrospee- 





Seo Henry St John Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in 
Greek (Cambridge, 1909), pp. 58-82; Moulton-Howard, Grammer, pp. 
LAL f.; Moulton-Milligan, Vocabulary, s.v. oidets. 
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tively in 21.25. The three verses contain many problems con- 
cerning text and exegesis: (1) Are Gentiles commanded to 
abstain from four things (food offered to idols, blood, strangled 
meat, and unchastity) or from three (omitting either strangled 
meat or unchastity); and (2) are the three or four prohibitions 
entirely ceremonial, or entirely ethical, or a combination of 
both kinds? 

(@ The Alexandrian text, as well as most other witnesses, 
has four items of prohibition. 

(Ὁ) The Western text omits “what is strangled” and adds 
a negative form of the Golden Rule in 15.20 and 29. 

(ὦ What may be the Caesarean text omits “unchastity” 
from 15.20 (so p* {which unfortunately is not extant for 15.20 
or 21.25] and eth), and from 15.29 (so Origen, contra Celsum, 
11.29, as well as vg Vigilius and Gaudentius). 

‘The occasion for issuing the Apostolic Decree, it should 
be observed, was to settle the question whether Gentile con- 
verts to Christianity should be required to submit to the 
rite of circumeision and fulfill other Mosaic statutes. ‘The 
Council decided that such observance was not required for 
sulvation; at the same time, however, in order to avoid giving 
unnecessary offense to Jewish Christians (and to Jews con- 
templating becoming Christians), the Council asked Gentile 
converts to make certain concessions for prudential reasons, 
abstaining from those acts that would offend Jewish scruples 
and hinder social intercourse, including joint participation in 
the Lord’s Supper. 

Starting with (0), one must acknowledge that it is not known 
whether the “Caesarean” text existed for Acts, and, if it did, 
how far it is the product of a compromise between readings of 
the Alexandrian type and those of the Western type, or how 
far it can claim to preserve variant readings which are as like 
to he original as readings in either of the other two main types 
of text. 

As concerns transcriptional probabilities, τῆς πορνείας may 
have been omitted because this item seemed, superficially, 
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to be out of place in what otherwise appeared to be a food law. 
Although such a consideration may well account for its absence, 
it is possible that what was intended by the Jerusalem Couneil 
was to warn the Gentile believers to avoid either marriage 
within the prohibited Levitical degrees (Ly 18.6-18), which 
the rabbis described as “forbidden for πορνεία," or mixed 
marriages with pagans (Nu 25.1; also compare 2 Cor 6.14), 
or participation in pagan worship which had long been de- 
seribed by Old Testament prophets as spiritual adultery and 
which, in fact, offered opportunity in many temples for reli- 
ous prostitution, 
δ δοῦλον way to make sure that the list deals entirely with 
ritual prohibitions is to remove πορνείας by emending the 
text. Bentley, for example, conjectured that the Apostolic 
Deerve was an injunction to abstain “from pollutions of idols 
and swine’s flesh (xoipelas) and things strangled and from 
blood.” A similar conjecture, intended to produce the same 
dietetic interpretation, is to read mopketast instead of πορνείας. 
But there is no known example of such a word in Greek, and 
if an example were found it would be an abstract noun (from 
πόρκος) meaning “piggishness.”* f 
Concerning, (6), it is obvious that the threefold prohibition 
(lacking τοῦ πνικτοῦ) refers to moral injunctions to refrain 
from ijolatry, unchastity, and blood-shedding (or murder), 
to which is added the negative Golden Rule. But this reading 
can scarcely be original, for it implies that a special warning 





5 s 25, quoted by 
580 A. A. Ellis in Bentleti Critica Sacra (1862), p, 25, quote 

J. Rendel Harris, Side-Lights on New Testament Research (London, 1908), 
p- 188, ᾿ 

+ Who first proposed the emendation is not known; it found champions 
in such diverse persons as William E. Gladstone and Joseph Halévey— 
indeed, the latter unguardedly gives the impression that it is actually 
found in mariuscripts of Acts (Reewe Sémitique, x (19021, pp. 238 1) 

ἘΔ. U. Powell's verdict in his article, “On the suggestion πόρκεια in 
the Acts of the Apostles, xv, 20, 20," is that (quoting the words of F. W 
Farrar), “There is not the faintest atom of probability in it” (Classical 
Reriew, xxx (1919), p. 152). 
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had to be given to Gentile converts against such sins as murder. 
and that this was expressed in the form of asking them to 
“abstain” from it—which is slightly absurd! 

It therefore appears to be more likely that an original ritual 
prohibition against eating foods offered to idols, things strangled 
and blood, and against πορνεία (however this latter is to be 
interpreted) was alteted into moral Inw by dropping the 
reference to πρικτοῦ and by adding the negative Golden Rule, 
than to suppose thet an original moral law was transformed into 
ἃ food law. 

‘The alternative to accepting the fourfold decree is to argue, 
as P, H, Menoud has done, that the original text involved a 
twofold prohibition, namely to abstain from pollutions of 
idols and from blood, and that to this basie decree respecting 
kosher foods, p® al added “and from what is strangled,” thus 
extending the food-law concerning blood to all flesh improperly 
slaughtered. In the Western tradition the twofold decree w: 
understood to be αὶ moral injunction relating to idolatr; 
murder, and these witnesses added the prohibition against the 
third major sin, unchastity. Subsequently the injunction con- 
cerning the negative Golden Rule was appended to the Western 
text, which thuis extends the moral application far beyond the 
three basie prohibitions. Finally, the text of the great mass 
of witnesses represents a conflation of the Caesarean and 
‘Western expansions of the basie twofold decree. 

Attractive though this theory is on the surface, the textual 
evidence is not really susceptible of such an interpretation, 
First, there is no manuseript evidence for the hypothetical 
twofold decree. Menoud does indeed shrink from pressing hi 
conjecture concerning the twofold decree, and is prepared, 
with Lagrange, to adopt the reading of p* as the original text. 

















‘©The Westem Test and the Theology of Acts,” Bulletin of the 
Studioram Novi Testamenti Societas, τὶ (1951), pp. 22-28. 

7 “Tf our conjecture about the original text appears to be too hazsrdons. 
this toxt of p can be regarded as the original,” op. cit, p. 24, with » 
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But such an alternative proposal leaves the text critie with 
exactly the same problems that confronted him before, namely, 
how to explain the deletion as well as the addition of certain 
items in the decree. ἢ 

Secondly, the fact that in 15.20 πνικτοῦ precedes καὶ τοῦ 
αἵματος is hardly compatible with the theory that it was 
added in crder to clarify and extend the meaning of αἵματος. 

In conclusion, therefore, it appears that the least unsatis- 
factory solution of the complicated textual and exegetical 
problems of the Apostolic Decree is to regard the fourfold 
decree 4s original (foods offered to idols, strangled meat, eating 
blood, and unchastity—whether ritual or moral), and to explain 
the two forms of the threefold decree in some such way as 
those suggested above.* 

‘An extensive literature exists on the text and exegesis. of 
the Apostolic Decree. Vor what can be said in support of the 
Western text see, c.g., A. Hilgenfeld, “Das Apostel-Concil 
nach seinem urspriinglichen Wortluut,"” Zeitschrift far wissen- 
schafttiche Theologie, xt11 (1899), pp. 138-149; Gotthold Resch, 
Das Aposteldecret nach seiner ausserkanonischen Textgestalt 
(Texte und Untersuchungen, N.E. xm, 3; Leipzig, 1005); 
A. von Harnack, Beitragen zur Kinleitung in das Neue Testa- 
‘ment, 111 (1908), pp. 188-198, and τν (1911), The Acts of the 
Apostles (London, 1909), pp. 248-263; K. Lake, The Barlier 
reference to MJ. Lagrange, in Revwe Bibligque, xtart (1934), p. 168, and 
La Critique textuelle (Paris, 1935), p. 414. 

+ An ingenious attempt to solve the problem by proposing that both 
tho Alexandrian and the Western readings are, in a certain sense, original 
was made by Karl Six, 8.J., who asks, “Could not James, who according 
Ὁ teaition Gas more logistic han the ret, have inluded the probit 
οἱ πνικτόν in hia proposal, while in the composition of the letter it was 
‘omitted, either in the interest of conciseness or because it seemed to be 
‘comprehended in the prohibition of blood?” (Das Aposteldekret (Act 
δι 28.29). Seine Bnistchung und Geltung in den ersten vier Jakrhunderten 
Innsbruck, 1912}, p. 18). The difficulty with this theoretical solution is 
that it is unsupported by the evidence of the manuscripts in 15.20 and 
20. 
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Epistles of St. Paul, their Motive and Origin (London, 1911), 
pp. 48-60; idem, The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, pp. 
205-209; J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts, pp. 265-269; A. C. 
Clark, The Acts of the Apostles, pp. 360-361; Thorleif Boman, 
“Das textkritische Problem des sogenannten Aposteldekrets,”” 
Novum Testamentum, vit (1964), pp. 26-36. 

‘Those who have argued in support of the fourfold decree* 
inelude Theodor Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament, 
un (Edinburgh, 1909), pp. 18-22; idem, Die Apostelgeschichte 
des Lucas (Leipzig and Erlangen, 1921), pp. 523 ff.; William 
Sanday, “The Apostolic Deeree (Acts xv. 20-29),” Theologische 
Studien Theodor Zahn ... dargebrackt (Leipzig, 1908), pp. 317 
338; idem, “The Text of the Apostolic Decree (Acts xv.29),” 
Hzpositor, Kighth Series, vi (1913), pp. 289-305; E. Jacquier, 
Les Actes des Apétres (Paris, 1926), pp. 455-458; Hans Lictz- 
mann, “er Sinn des Aposteldekretes und seine Textwandlung,”” 
in Amicitiae corolla, a Volume of Essays Presented to James 
Rendel Harris, ed. by H. G, Wood (London, 1933), pp. 203-211; 
W. G. Kimmel, “Die iilteste Form des Aposteldekrets,” Spiritus 
εἰ veritas [Festschrift Carlo Kundzina] (Eutin, 1953), pp, 83-98; 
KE. Haenchen, Die Apostelgeschichte, ad loc.; Marcel Simon, 
“The Apostolic Decree and its Setting in the Ancient Church,” 
Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, ταὶ (1969-70), pp. 437-460. 











15.20 καὶ τῆς πορνείας [B} 


See the preceding comments, 


15.20 καὶ τοῦ πνικτοῦ {C} 


See the preceding comments, 


> According to Jacques Dupont, “Present day scholarship is practically 
\nanimous in considering the ‘Eastern’ text of the decree as the only 
authentic text (in four items) and in interpreting its prescriptions in a 
sense not ethical but ritual,” Les problémes du Livre des Actes dapris les 
travane récents (Louvain, 1950), p. 70. 
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16.320 αἵματος {A} 

See the preceding comments.” 

It is of historical interest that according to Aclius Lampridus, 
the biographer of Severus Alexander (a.p, 222-235), the 
Emperor “would often exclaim what he had heard from some- 
one, either a Jew or a Christian, and always remembered, 
and he also had it announced by a herald whenever he was 
disciplining anyone, ‘What you do not wish to be done to you, 
do not do to another.’ And so highly did he value this sentiment 
that he had it inscribed on the Palace and on public 


buildings.” 





15.22 Βαρσαββᾶν 

In estimating the standard of accuracy displayed by the 
scribe of codex Bezae one must take into account his trans- 
forming Βαρσαββᾶν into Βαραββᾶν here and into Βαρνάβαν 
in 1.23. 





15.28 διὰ χειρὸς αὐτῶν [B} 


‘That the short text, supported by the oldest witnesses, 
would appear to copyists to need supplementation in one or 
another way is confirmed by the additions in δ΄ and syr'™* 


Frege ἕ : ἃ 
On the negative Golden Rule, see G. B. King, ‘The ‘Negative 
Golden Rule,” Journal of Religion, vim (1928), pp. 268-279, and xv 
(1935), pp. 59-62; L. J. Philippides, Die “Goldene Regel” religionsge- 
achichtlich untersucht (Leipzig, 1920), and Religionswissenschafiliche For- 
schungsberichle uber die Goldene Regel (Athens, 1933); A, Dihle, Die Goldene 
Regel, eine Einfiihrung in die Geschichte der antiken und frubchristiichen 
Vudodrethik (Gottingen, 1962); and Johannes Straub, Heidnische Ge- 
‘achichtsapologetikt in der chrisllichen Spatantik, chap. iv “Die Goldene 
Regel”” Bonn, 1963), pp. 106-124. i 

Ἧι Seriplores Historiae Augustae, Severus Alexander, 14,7-8: Claina- 
batque sxepius, quod a guibusdam sive Tudacis sive Christianis audierat 
et tencbat, idque per pracconem, cum aliquem emendarct, dici iubebat 
quod tibi non vis, alteri ne feceris. quam sententiam 
ruagque addeo dilexit, ut οἵ in Palatio et us perseribl uberet, 
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15.233 ἀδελφοί {B} 


The addition of καὶ οἱ before ἀδελφοί appears to be an 
emendation made in order to avoid what in Greek is a somewhat 
harsh apposition of ἀδελφοί with both of ἀπόστολοι and οἱ 
πρεσβύτεροι." The omission may be accidental due to similar 
endings. 


10.84. [ἐξελθόντες (C} 


Despite the possibility that ἐξελθόντες was added, cither 
under the influence of Ga 2,12 or “to guard against the appear- 
ances that τινες ἐξ ἡμῶν belonged to the senders of the letter” 
(Knowling, ad loc.), a majority of the Committee was im- 
pressed by the weight of external evidence in support of its 
inclusion in the text, To represent. the equivocal evidence, 
however, it was thought best to enclose the word within square 
brackets. 


15.24 ὑμῶν [8] 


‘The expansion, which, though absent from D, is probably 
part of the original Western text, appears to be an addition 
derived from yerses 1 and 5 and inserted here in order to 
specify in what particulars the Judaizers had sought to trouble 
the Antiochian Christians. The interpolation passed into the 
Textus Receptus. 

Other witnesses add still further details; Chrysostom, for 
example, read λέγοντες περιτέμνειν αὐτοὺς τὰ τέκνα καὶ 


τηρεῖν τὸν νόμον, and after νόμον the Old Georgian adds 
“of Moses.” 








* In Aramaic, however, such apposition ig entirely idiomatic; see 
GC. Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acts, p. 39. The translation 

jd the elder brethren” in the Revised Version of 1881, taking πρεστ 
βύτεροι as an adjective, is inadmissible (see H. Hyman, Classical Review, 
nt (1889), pp. 731), and was not followed by the American Standard 
Version of 1901 
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13.25 ἐκλεξαμένοις {C} 


It is difficult to decide whether ἐκλεξαμένους was corrected 
to the dative for grammatical reasons, or whether ἐκλεξαμένοις, 
was altered to the accusative to accord with the prevailing 
text of ver. 22. On the basis of what was considered superior 
manuscript evidence a majority of the Committee preferred 
the reading ἐκλεξαμένοις, a reading which one member of 
the Committee preferred for ver. 22 also (where the dative 
is read by μ᾽: 33 206 242 614 630 642* 945 1704 1739 1891). 





15.26 


At the close of the verse the Western text (D E 614 1799 
2412 sy) adds εἰς πάντα πειρασμόν (“they risked their 
lives for the sake of our Lord Jesus Christ in every triat’’). 
‘The addition was probably prompted, us Lake and Cadbury 
remark (ad loc.), by the fact that παραδοῦναι τὴν ψυχήν is 
not usually applied to a man who is still alive, The gloss may 
be a reminiscence of 20.19 (so B, Weiss)" or of Sirach 2.1 
ἑτοίμασον τὴν ψυχήν σοὺ els πειρασμὸν (so J. Rendel Harris).'* 


15.28 τούτων τῶν ἐπάναγκες 


The glifficulty of the Greek τούτων τῶν ἐπάναγκες (μ΄ B 
ΘΗ 69 81 429 436 611 614 1799 2412 al) prompted the altera- 
tion to the easier sequence of τῶν ἐπάναγκες τούτων (B L P 
most minuseules, followed by the Textus Reeeptus). ‘The 
reading τῶν ἐπάναγκες (A 76 94 307 431) probably arose 
through the accidental omission of τούτων. Whether τούτων 
ἐπάναγκες (8* D 33) arose from haplography or whether τῶν 
came into the other readings by dittography is uncertain, but 
the former is perhaps slightly more probable. 


33 Der Coder D, p. 82. 
i Four Lectures on. the Western Text of the New Testament (London, 
1894), pp. 854. 
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15.29 καὶ πνικτῶν [Βὲ 


‘The plural number was assimilated to the singular in ver. 20. 
Concerning the omission, see the comments on ver. 20. 


15.29 καὶ πορνείας [Β] 


See the comments on ver. 20. 


15.29 πράξετε [Β] 


The future tense is to be preferred on grounds οἵ both 
external evidence and transcriptional probability. ‘The addition 
in the Western text, “heing borne along by the Holy Spirit” 
(for the sense compare Php 8.15), reminds one of similar interpo- 
lated references to the Holy Spirit.” Whether it arose among 
Montanists, who would naturally desire some reference to the 
Paraclete, or whether it is a misplaced gloss that was intended 
to explain ἀπολυθέντες (ver, 30),"* or whether it is merely a 
pious expansion to give a specifically Christian turn to an 
otherwise secular close of the apostolic letter, which was i 
spired by the Holy Spirit (ver. 28), it is difficult to decide. 





15.80 ἀπολυθέντες 


After ἀπολυθέντες De itt add ἐν ἡμέραις ὀλίγαις, which 
Blass, followed by Belser, takes to reflect the joyous speed with 
which they carry the letter to Antioch, in contrast to the 
more leisurely journey from Antioch to Jerusalem (ver. 3). 
On the other hand, however, Weiss interprets it not of the 
time consumed in the journcy, but of the time of their departure, 
i.e. shortly after the close of the council they returned to put 
an end to the troubles at Antioch (compare ver. 24). 











ee, for example, the list in Group D in the footnote on p. 2458 above. 
“Thus J. Rondel Harrls (Four Lectures on the Western Tezt, p. 
who translates, “So they were led by the Holy Spirit snd came down to 
Antioch.” 

τ Der Codex D (Leipaig, 1897), p. $2. 
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15.383 ὄντες 


‘After ὄντες codex Bezae, with its characteristic interest 
in the Holy Spirit," adds πλήρεις πνεύματος ἁγίου (“who 
were themselves prophets filled with the Holy Spirit’). 


15.83 πρὸς τοὺς ἀποστείλαντας αὐτούς, 


Instead of πρὸς τοὺς ἀποστείλαντας αὐτοὺς (p* 8 ABCD 
ve cop®™ al) the Textus Receptus, following H L P 8 many 
minuscules syr?* cop arm eth’ Beders: Gree, reads 
πρὸς τοὺς ἀποστόλους. The latter appears to be a deliberate 
alteration introduced by eopyists in order to bring the apostolate 
into greater prominence. 


15.34 omit verse {Bj 


‘The later Greck text, followed by the ‘Textus Receptus, 
reads, “But it seemed good to Silas to remain there” (several 
manuseripts, including C, read αὐτούς for αὐτοῦ, i.e. “But it 
seetned good to Silas that they should remain"). Codex Bezae 
presents ἃ still mote expanded reading, “But it seemed good to 
Silas that they remain, and Judas journeyed alone.” 

‘The insertion, whether in the longer or the shorter version, 
was no doubt made by copyists to aecount for the presence of 
Silas at’ Antioch in ver. 40. 


15.38 

Codex Bezae has expanded the sentence with additional 
clauses, which, however, considerably weaken the force of the 
B-text (which closes with τοῦτον in a most emphatic position) 
Παῦλος δὲ οὐκ ἐβούλετο, λέγων τὸν ἀποστίατ)ήσαντα da 





See the Western test of 15.7, 20; 19.1; 203, and of E, J, Epp. 
‘The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts (Cam- 
bridge, 1968), pp. 68-70, 116-118, and other pages cited in the index. 
των, “Holy Spirit.” 
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αὐτῶν ἀπὸ Παμφυλίας καὶ μὴ συνελθόντα εἰς τὸ ἔργον ely ὃ 
ἐπέμφθησαν τοῦτον μὴ εἶναι σὺν αὐτοῖς (“But Paul was not 
willing, saying that one who had withdrawn from them in 
Pamphylia, and had not gone with them to the work for which 
they had been sent, should not be with them”), 


15.40 κυρίου 


Instead of xvpiov, which is strongly attested by both Alex- 
andrian and Western evidence (p" 8 A B D 33 61 81 326 441 
Vg cop"), other witnesses, some of them ancient (p® © Ἡ 1, P 
most minuscules syr?" cop” arm al), read θεοῦ. ‘The latter 
reading appears to be a scribal assimilation to 14.26. 





15.41 τὰς ἐκκλησίας 





At the close of the verse codex Bezae adds the supplem 
clause παραδιδοὺς τὰς ἐντολὰς τῶν πρεσβυτέρων (“delivering 
{to them| the commands of the elders”), This is expanded still 
further in syr®¢, with support from several Latin Vulgate 
manuscripts, ‘“... commands of the apostles and elders.” Both 
additions, which contribute nothing new, make quite explicit 
what anyone could deduce from the previous narrative and 
what is expressly stated in 16.4. 








16.1 


‘The Western text (D its! vg syr*™* Cassiodorns), con 
tinning its expansion of the last verse of the preceding chupt 
reads διελθὼν δὲ τὰ ἔθνη ταῦτα κατήντησεν εἰς Δέρβην καὶ 
Aborpay (“Απὰ having passed through these nations he came 
to Derbe and Lystra”), The effect of the addition is to show 
that Lystra and Derbe were not included in Syria and Cilic 
of the previous verse. 














16.3 ὅτι “Ἕλλην ὁ πατὴρ αὐτοῦ 





The Textus Receptus, following p*’ D ΘΗ L Ρ most 
minuscules syr?-* arm Chrysostom al, reads τὸν πατέρα αὐτοῦ 
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ὅτι Ἕλλην, whereas pA B CW 88 61 69 81 307 441 467 
1739 1891 1898 cop™-*? al read ὅτι Ἕλλην ὁ πατὴρ αὐτοῦ. 
‘A majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the 
reading which found its way into the Textus Receptus is an 
intentional transposition into the usual mode of expression by 
attraction (Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 408), If the reading of 
ῬῸΝ A Β 33 81 1739 al were αὶ resolution of the attraction, 
Ἕλλην would not have been placed first. 


16.4 


‘The Western text (Ὁ syr*™ Epbraem) expands the first 
part of the verse, reading διερχόμενοι δὲ τὰς πόλεις ἐκήρυσσον 
[καὶ παρεδίδοσαν αὐτοῖς, so D, spoiling the syntax] μετὰ πάσης 
παρρησίας τὸν κύριον Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν ἅμα παραδιδόντες Kal 
τὰς ἐντολὰς ἀποστόλων kal . .. (“And while going through the 
cities they preached land delivered to them], with alt boldness, 
the Lord Jesus Christ, delivering at the same time alsa the com- 
mandments of the apostles and...”), It may well be that, as 
Weiss suggests? the addition was made in order to provide an 
explanation for the growth of the chureh, described in ver. 5. 


16.6 τὴν Φρυγίαν καὶ Γαλατικὴν χώραν. 


‘The Textus Receptus, following E HL P and most minus- 
cules, reads τὴν Φρυγίαν καὶ τὴν Γαλατικὴν χώραν. Although 
Kirsopp Lake, in discussing the textual evidence of this passage, 
overstated the ease (“A reading found in the later MSS., but 
in neither the Neutral nor the Western text, has no claim to be 
considered”), the Committee gave careful consideration to the 
later text, only to decide that: there was no reason to abandon 
the combined testimony of » 8 A BC D al, despite the fact 
that, as Bruee points out, “there is no direct evidence elsewhere 
for the adjectival use of dpvyia.”* 


18. Weiss, Der Coder D, p. 84. 
1 The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, p. 228. 
SF. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, p- 310. 
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16.6 τὸν λόγον 


‘The addition by the Western text of τοῦ θεοῦ (D ite εντρ 
cop" eth Ephraem Speculum) after τὸν λόγον is obviously 
a secondary modification. 


16.7 ᾿ησοῦ 


The expression τὸ πνεῦμα ᾿Ιησοῦ (p* 8 A Β Οὐ D E 33 69 
81* 326 467 vg syr?* cop’ arm=), which appears nowhere 
else in the New Testament, is so unusual that various attempts 
were made to modify it, such as replacing Ἰησοῦ with κυρίου 
(C* ite’ al) or with τὸ ἅγιον (arm™ Epiphanius), or omitting 
the modifier altogether (H L P 815 and most minuseules 
cop arm™* Ephraem Chrysostom al, followed by the Textus 
Receptus). One Armenian manuscript known to Zohrab reads, 
“the Spirit of Christ,” which he adopted as text in his two 
editions (the text of the American Bible Socicty’s edition of 
the Armenian New Testament reads “the Spirit of Jesus”). 





10.8 παρελθόντες 


‘The Western reading, “passing through Mysia’” (διελθόντες, 
D its vg syr', instead of παρελθόντες), is distinetly the easicr 
reading, for the ordinary sense of παρελθεῖν, “to pass along- 
side,” does not fit the context, which requires something like 
“passing by” in the sense of neglecting. It seems unlikely, as 
Knowling observes, “that éeN4., a common word, should have 
been changed to rapeXd.—the converse is far more probable,” 





16.9 ὅραμα 

In view of the external attestation (all witnesses except 
Dé it* syr? Irenaeus) as well as intrinsic probability (clse- 
where in Acts Luke says “saw a vision”), a majority of the 
Committee had no hesitaney in preferring ὅραμα. Codex Bezac 
(supported in part by other Western witnesses) alters the 





4 Β. J. Knowling, Phe Bzpositor’s Gresk Testament, ad loc. 
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structure of the verse: καὶ ἐν ὁράματι διὰ νυκτὸς ὥφθη τῷ 
Παύλῳ ὡσεὶ ἀνὴρ Μακεδών τις ἑστὼς κατὰ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ 
παρακαλῶν καὶ λέγων. -. (“And in a vision in the night 
there appeared to Paul, as it were a man of Macedonia, standing 
before his face, beseeching and saying . ..”). See also the follow- 
ing comments. 


16.9 ἀνήρ 

‘Against all other witnesses D syr? cop and Ephraem read 
ὡσεὶ ἀνήρ. Although ὡσεί appears to be something of a 
favorite with Luke (15 of its 21 occurrences in the New Testa 
ment are in Luke-Acts), a majority of the Committee con- 
sidered it more likely that the qualifying word would have been 
added than deleted in the present passage. 


16.9 ἀνὴρ Μακεδών τις ἦν 

‘A majority of the Committee judged that. the combination 
of p"8 A Β Ὁ ΡῈ 33 69 81 1739 al could not be set aside in 
favor of the witnesses supporting any of the other variant read- 
ings, namely (1) ἀνὴρ Μακεδών τις D* 1 200" 1311; (2) ἀνήρ 
τις Μακεδὼν ἣν 630 (om. τὶς 431 1891) syr arm; and (3) ἀνήρ 
τις ἦν Μακεδών Η 1, P and most minuscules. 


16.9 ἑστώς 
ὑτοῦ occurs in 
Although the expression κατὰ πρόσωπον αἱ ars i 
the New Testament only in Luke-Acts (Lk 2.31; Ac3.13; 25.16), 
a majority of the Committee agreed with Corssen’ in judging 
that it had been added here by the Western reviser (I) 257 
383 614 syr* ταν * cop") in the interest of clarity of description , 


16.10 
Codex Bézae, supported in part by cop%, recasts the verse 
to read, διεγερθεὶς οὖν διηγήσατο τὸ ὅραμα ἡμῖν, καὶ ἐνοή- 


τ Gautingische gelekrle Anceigen, 1896, pp. 436 f 
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σαμεν ὅτι προσκέκληται ἡμᾶς ὁ κύριος εὐαγγελίσασθαι τοὺς 
ἐν τῇ Μακεδονίᾳ (“When therefore he had risen up, he related 
lo us the vision, and we perceived that the Lord had called us to 
preach the gospel to those who were in Macedonia”), "The 
purpose of the banal addition is clear enough: the reviser wanted 
to make sure that the reader will understand how it was that 
Paul’s companions knew what he had seen in the vision— 
Paul told them! 


16.10 θεός [8] 


Since internal considerations offer no decisive help in choosing 
between the yariant readings, the Committee preferred to rely 
upon the strong combination of p* 8 A BC 88 81 al, 


10.11 ἀναχθέντες δέ 


ἮΝ is easy to understand how, at the beginning of a new 
section, δέ (p"* 8 A (D) Ε 38 51 69 81 18] 326 441 467 1808 
vg sys cop Chrysostom) was replaced by οὖν (B.C H I. 
most_minuseules syr** cop arm Irenaeus"), The Western 
text (D 257 383 614 2147 syrh"*), in the light of its revision of 
ver, 10 (see above), leaves nothing to the reader’s imagination 
and reads τῇ δὲ ἐπαύριον ἀναχθέντες (D* ἀχθ-), thus show- 
ing the alacrity with which Paul and his companions responded 
to the Macedonian call. 


16.11 Νέαν Πόλιν 


‘The Textus Receptus, following C D* E H L P al, reads 
Νεάπολιν, whereus p"* 8 A B D? 467 1175 1739 1838 al read 
Νέαν Πόλιν. A majority of the Committee preferred to adopt 
the classical usage, witnessed also in inseriptions, and to spell 
the name in two words. 











16.12 πρώτηΪ-ς] μερίδος τῆς [Ὁ} 
‘The oldest form of text in the extant Greck witnesses appears 
to be πρώτη τῆς μερίδος Μακεδονίας πόλις, “a first city of the 
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district of Macedonia.” Hort denied that μερίς could ever 
denote a geographical division, and for this, and other reasons, 
regarded the passage as primitively corrupt, Subsequent to 
Hort, however, examples of such a geographical usage have 
turned up in papyri, an inscription, and late writers.’ But what 
is the meaning of πρώτη (1) Against the translation “‘chicf”” 
city (AV) is the fact that not Philippi but Thessalonica, was 
acknowledged to be the chief city of Macedonia and Amphipolis 
the chief city of the district in which Philippi was situated, 
(2) Some have suggested that the author means that, Philippi 
was the first Macedonian city to which Paul and his com- 
panions came in that district. But as a matter of fact the 
apostle first set foot in Neapolis, which apparently belonged to 
the same district as Philippi. Furthermore, apart from ques- 
tions of geography one may well wonder why, on this interpreta 
tion of the meaning of πρώτη, Luke should have wished to 
call attention to something so inconsequential to hig narrative, 
(3) In view of the use of πρώτη as a title of honor (found on 
coins of Pergamum and Smyrna as well as in inscriptions τὸς 
ferring to ‘Thessaloniea), Lake and Cadbury translate the 
passage, “Philippi, which is a first city of the district of 
Macedonia, a colony.” In their comments, however, they 
point out that as a definite title the word has been found so 
far only in the cases of cities which were members of ἃ κοινόν 
(league or union) in their particular province, and were not. 
Roman colonies at the time. Since Philippi does not quality 
in either respect, they conclude that it is more probable that 
“the meaning of πρώτη in this passage is simply ‘a leading 
city’ ® (the rendering subsequently adopted by the RSV). 

The difficulties involved in the reading πρώτη led to at 
tempts at correction in other branches of the tradition. Among 
these, however, πρώτη μερίς is impossible because a city 
cannot be called a μερίς. The omission of τῆς μερίδος results in 
calling Philippi πρώτη τῆς Μακεδονίας πόλες, which merely 











© Sco Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary, s.x., and p. xv 
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increases the problem, as docs also the curious replacement 
of πρώτη by κεφαλή, which is generally explained as a Latinism 
(rendering caput) or which may suggest influence from Syriac, 
where rai means both “head” and “foremost.” 

Dissatisfied for various reasons with all these readings in 
Greek witnesses, 2 majority of the Committee preferred to 
adopt the conjecture proposed by a number of scholars from 
Le Clere to Blass und Turners namely to read πρώτης for 
πρώτη τῆς, with the resultant meaning, “a city of the first 
district of Macedonia.” ‘Those who adopt. this conjecture 
usually explain the origin of the commonly received text 
(πρώτη τῆς μερίδος) us due either (a) to the accidental τὸς 
duplication of the letters rm, or (b) to ἃ misunderstanding of 
the correction if by mistake a copyist had written πρώτη 
and then στῆς were written over it to correct it. (The reading 
πρώτης μερίδος is paralleled by primae partis found in three 
late Vulgate manuseripts, but it is doubtful whether this 
versional reading represents an original Greek witness or 
whether it originated within the Latin tradition.) At the same 
time, in order to take into account the overwhelming manuscript 
evidence supporting πρώτη, the majority decided to enclose 
the final sigma of πρώτης within square brackets. 








{Despite what have been regurded as insuperable difficulties 
involved in the commonly received text (πρώτη τῆς μερίδος), 
it appears ill-advised to abandon the testimony of p* 8 A C 
81 al, especially since the phrase can be taken to mean merely 
that Philippi was “a lending city of the district of Macedonia”; 
ef. Bauer's Griechisch-Deutsches Wérterbuch, Ste Aufl. (1958), 
su. μερίς. K.A. and B.M.M.] 








1 See G. Zuntz, “Textual Criticism of Some Passages of the Act® af 
the Apostles,” Classica et Mediaevalia, 11 (1940), pp. 36£. A. C. Clark ar- 
gues that κεφαλή can have the meaning “extremity,” “apes,” or “frontier 
town’; see The Acls of the Apostles (Oxford, 1998), pp. 363 f. 

"See C. H. Turner, “Philippi,” in Hastings’s Dictionary of the Bible 
vol. τας p. $38, col. ἃ. 
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16.13 ἐνομίζομεν προσευχήν {D} 

In view of the wide range of variables in lexicography, 
syntax, palaeography, and textual attestation, the difficulties 
presented by this verse are well-nigh baffling. 

Was ἐνομίζετο, supported by the later Byzantine text, 
original and subsequently altered, as Ropes argued, in order 
to avoid the less usual sense of the verb (dvopigero="nc- 
cording to custom”; ἐνομέζομεν το ὅν thought”; ἐδόκει τε “it 
seemed”)? How shall the following προσευχήν] be spelled and 
construed? The nominative as subject of an impersonal verb, 
though not impossible, is certainly not as common as the 
accusative, especially with εἶναι, following. Furthermore, in 
the uncial book-hand it is perfectly possible to take προσευχή 
as dative ease, “to be at prayer.” Finally, the textual critic is 
confronted with the bewildering diversity of variant readings 
of the carly uncial manuseripts, as well as by the perplexing eit 
cumstance that what is good external support for προσευχή 
is relatively poor as regards the previous word. 

Changing μι to v Blass (ad loc.) conjectured that the original 
read οὗ ἐνόμιζον ἐν προσευχῇ εἶναι, “where they were aecus- 
tomed to be at prayer” (cf. Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 397, 2) 

Faced with these difficulties the Committee decided that 
the least unsatisfactory solution was to print ἐνομέζομεν poo 
εὐχὴν οἶναι, even though A* and W appear to be the only 
uncials that give precisely this reading. It was felt, however, 
that the manifestly erroncous reading ἐνόμεζεν of p™ 8 probably 
testifies to an earlier ἐνομίζομεν, and that προσευχή in pi 
AB may have resulted from accidental omission of the hori- 
zontal stroke over the ἢ, signifying a final ν. 

















16.15 ὁ οἶκος 

‘The Western text characteristically expands the narrative 
by adding πᾶς before ὁ οἶκος (D; compare cw omnibus 
aus, ite). 
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16.160. πύθωνα 





‘The more difficult reading appears to be πύθωνα (p* 8 
A B C* D* 81 326 1837 vg arm), which has been replaced in 





some manuscripts (p* Οὐ D* E H 1, P most minuscules it«'* 


eye) by πύθωνος. 


16.17 ὑμῖν [Β] 


‘The second person plural pronoun, which is more appropriate 
to the context, is supported by good external evidence. 


16.26 παραχρῆμα 


In the opinion of a majority of the Committee the omission 
of παραχρῆμα from B ite Lucifer must be accidental, ‘The 
word appears to be a favorite with Luke, occurring in fifteen 
other passages in Luke-Acts, and in the rest of the New Testa 
ment only twice, 





16,27 ὁ δεσμοφύλαξ 


After ὁ δεσμοφύλαξ several manuscripts, including 614 1799 
and 2147, identify the jailer as ὁ πιστὸς Στεφανᾶς (“faithful 
Stephanas”). 





16.28 μεγάλῃ φωνῇ [6] Παῦλος 


‘The manuscripts present a wide variety of readings: (@) we 
γάλῃ φωνῇ Παῦλος, p* Ψ 115; (2) same as (a) but ὁ Παῦλος, 
A 1876 1898; (c) φωνῇ μεγάλῃ Παῦλος, 8 C* 33; (d) same as 
(ὦ but ὁ Παῦλος, Οὐ De 1 P most minuscules; (2) Παῦλος 
μεγάλῃ φωνῇ, B; (f) same as (e) but ὁ Παῦλος, 181 431 927; 
(g) ὁ Παῦλος φωνῇ μεγάλῃ, 36 180 629 itt, The overwhelm- 
ing weight of external evidence reads φωνῇ near ἐφώνησεν δέ. 
If appears that several copyists, disliking this Semitic type of 
construction, moved φωνῇ farther away from the verb. In 
view of the division of testimony for and against the presence 














‘THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 449 


οἵ 6, it seemed best to inelude the word on the basis of the 
combined testimony of p* A V 1875 1898 al, but to enclose it 
within square brackets. 


16.29 προσέπεσεν 

After προσέπεσεν the Western text (D* itt«« vg syr* 
vic oteies opto Lucifer Cassiodorus) introduces the natural 
supplement πρὸς τοὺς πόδας. 


16.30 ἔξω. 


‘The Western text adds the detail that the jailer “secured 
the rest” of the prisoners before he addressed Paul and Silas 
(after ἕξω D sym" * read τοὺς λοιποὺς dogadioduevos). 
Despite Sir William Ramsay's inclination to accept the addition 
as genuine, “suggestive of the orderly, well-disciplined char- 
acter of the jailor,” the great probability is that after an 
earthquake the average Near Wastern jailer was hardly likely 
to exhibit such a degree of discipline as cither Ramsay or the 
Western glossator attributes to him! 








16.32 τοῦ κυρίου {BY 


Although Weiss argues that the reference in ver. 31 to the 
Lord Jesus infuenced scribes to alter “the word of God’ to 
“the word of the Lord,” in view of the preponderant, weight 
of external testimony supporting κυρίου the Committee pre- 
ferred κυρίου. What Ropes describes as a special force residing 
in θεοῦ, which calls attention to the divine truth of the answer 
of ver, 31, so far from supporting the genuineness of θεοῦ, 
suggests rather the work of scribal refinement, 


* St, Panl the Traveller and the Roman Citizen, p. 222. 
WB. Weiss, Die Apostelgeschichle, tertkritische Untersuchungen und 
Textherstellung, pp. 5-8. 
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16.32 σύν 


‘The Textus Receptus, following EH 1, P most minuscules, 
replaces σὺν (pA B C D 33 36+ 61 81 181 242 481 441 927 
1837 1873 al) with καί, thus attaining greater simplicity, and 
paralleling σὺ καὶ ὁ οἶκος of the previous verse. 





16.25-40 


The Western reviser has introduced into these verses a 
variety of circumstantial details and other modifications. In 
order to explain the sudden change of attitude on the part of 
the magistrates, who now entreat the apostles to leave, D 
syr™ Cassiodorus and Ephraem read, (35) ἡμέρας δὲ γενο- 
μένης συνῆλθον οἱ στρατηγοὶ ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ εἰς τὴν ἀγορὰν 
καὶ ἀναμνησθέντες τὸν σεισμὸν τὸν γεγονότα ἐφοβήθησαν, 
καὶ ἀπέστειλαν τοὺς ῥαβδούχους λέγοντας... (“But when it 
was day the magistrates assembled together in the market place, 
and recollecting the earthquake that had taken place, they were 
afraid; and sent the police, saying...”). At the close of the 
same verse D 614 1799 2412 syr* add the rather superfluous 
clause οὖς ἐχθὲς παρέλαβες (“whom you took into custody 
yesterday”), 

Leaving nothing to the imagination of the reader, in ver. 36 
codex Bezae reads καὶ εἰσελθὼν ὁ δεσμοφύλαξ ἀπήγγειλεν, 
while syr®, still more circumstantial, reads καὶ ἀκούσας ὁ 
δεσμοφύλαξ εἰσελθὼν ἀπήγγειλεν. Similarly in yer. 38 codex 
Bezae is extremely pleonastic in reading ἀπήγγειλαν δὲ 
αὐτοῖσοι [sie] στρατηγοῖς οἱ ῥαβδοῦχοι τὰ ῥήματα ταῦτα 
τὰ ῥηθέντα πρὸς τοὺς στρατηγούς... (“And the police re- 
ported to the magistrates themselves these words which were 
spoken for the magistrates . . ν᾽). 

In order to emphasize the innocence of Paul and Silas, and 
the desire of the magistrates to avoid an unpleasant case, in 
ver. 37 the Western reviser (Ὁ syr®) substitutes ἀναιτίους, 
(“innocent”) for the unusual word ἀκατακρίτους (“uncon- 
demned”), found only here and in 22. 
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Verses 39 and 40 in codex Bezae, supported in part b 
syr! την + and Ephraem, read as follows: καὶ παραγενόμενοι 
μετὰ φίλων πολλῶν εἰς THY φυλακὴν παρεκάλεσαν αὐτοὺς 
ἐξελθεῖν εἰπόντες, ᾿γνοήσαμεν τὰ καθ᾽ ὑμᾶς ὅτι ἐστὲ [D= 
ἔσται] ἄνδρες δίκαιοι. καὶ ἐξαγαγόντες παρεκάλεσαν αὐτοὺς 
λέγοντες, Ἔκ τῆς πόλεως ταύτης ἐξέλθατε μήποτε πάλιν 
συνστραφῶσιν ἡμῖν ἐπικράζοντες καθ᾽ ὑμῶν. (40) ἐξελθόντες 
δὲ ἐκ τῆς φυλακῆς ἦλθον πρὸς τὴν Λυδίαν, καὶ ἰδόντες τοὺς 
ἀδελφοὺς διηγήσαντο ὅσα ἐποίησεν κύριος αὐτοῖς παρακα- 
λέσαντες αὑτούς, καὶ ἐξῆλθαν (“And having arrived with many 
friends at the prison, they besought them to go forth, saying, 
‘We did not know the truth about you, thal you are righteous 
men’ And when they had brought them out they besought 
them saying, ‘Depart from this city, lest they again assemble 
against us, crying oul against you,’ (40) So they went out 
from the prison, and visited Lydia; and when they had seen 
the brethren, they reported the things which the Lord had done 
for them, and having exhorted them they departed”). On the 
verb συστρέφειν, see the final comment on 10.41, 








16.386 ἐν εἰρήνῃ [Β] 


Although Ropes thinks that ἐν εἰρήνῃ! “is inappropriate in 
the mouth of a Greek jailer,” a majority of the Committee 
did not regard such ἃ consideration as germane to the question 
whether Luke may not have thus deseribed the words of 
farewell uttered by the newly converted jailer. The omission 
of the phrase from two manuscripts (D it##) appears to be 
accidental. 


16.39 καὶ ἐξαγαγόντες ἠρώτων. 


‘The Committee was not impressed by Ropes’s complicated 
argument that the absence of the words καὶ ἐξαγαγόντες 
ἠρώτων is a Western non-interpolation,! but preferred to 


Ἢ. H. Ropes, The Tet of Acts, p. 160. 
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explain their omission in several witnesses (257 383 614 2147 
syr* "i" Ὁ) as occasioned by their redundancy with the pre- 
ceding παρεκάλεσαν. 

‘The redundancy may also suggest, as P. W. Schmiedel 
pointed out long ago (Encyclopedia Biblica, vol. 1, col. 52), 
the fusion of two texts, in one of which παρεκάλεσαν stood 
with indirect speech, and in the other with direct speech. 
See also the comments on 4.25, especially H. W. Moule’s 
suggestion. 


WW. 


Unlike the generally accepted text, διοδεύσαντες δὲ τὴν 
᾿Αμφίπολιν καὶ τὴν ᾿Απολλωνίαν ἦλθον εἰς Θεσσαλονίκην 
(“Now when they had passed through Amphipolis and Apol- 
Ionia, they came to Thessaloniea”), the reading of codex Bezae 
implies that Paul and Silas stopped off at Apollonia, διοδεύ- 
σαντες δὲ τὴν ᾿Αμφίπολιν καὶ κατῆλθον εἰς ᾿Απολλωνίδα 
κἀκεῖθεν εἰς Θεσσαλονίκην (“Now when they had passed 
through Amphipolis they went doun to Apollonia, and thence 
to Thessulonica”).. 


17.3 ὁ Χριστός, [6] ᾿Ιησοῦς [1] 


The wide variety of readings seems to have arisen from the 
unusual reading preserved only in codex Vaticanus. Since, 
however, the Committee was reluctant to accord a decisive 
role to one manuscript, it preferred to indicate the slender 
basis of the reading by enclosing within square brackets the 
definite article before Ἰησοῦς. 

For the change to direct discourse from indirect compare 
1.4 f.; 28.22; Lk 5.14. 


17.4 ἐπείσθησαν 


On the strength of the confused text of codex Bezae, 
ἐπίσθησαν καὶ προσεκληρώθησαν τῷ Παύλῳ καὶ τῷ Σιλαίᾳ 
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τῇ διδαχῇ πολλοὶ τῶν σεβομένων ..., A. C. Clark, following 
the suggestion of Blass, reconstructs the text as follows: 
ἐπείσθησαν τῇ διδαχῇ, καὶ προσεκληρώθησαν τῷ Παύλῳ καὶ 
τῷ Σιλᾷ πολλοὶ τῶν σεβομένων..... (“.. were persuaded 
by the teaching, and many of the devout joined Paul and 
Silas ...”) 





17.4 γυναικῶν τε {BY 

It is possible to translate γυναικῶν τε τῶν πρώτων “and 
wives of the leading men,” an interpretation which the Western 
text enforced by reading καὶ γυναῖκες τῶν πρώτων. A majority 
of the Committee preferred the reading supported by p* 8 
AB E P ¥ 33 81 614 1739 al, not only because of superior 
external attestation, but also because it, was thought much 
more likely that copyists would replace the less usual connective 
by the more common καί (or δέ, as in J), 


17.5 ζηλώσαντες δὲ of ᾿Ιουδαῖοι καὶ προσλαβόμενοι 


Part of the distinctive reading of codex Bezac, οἱ δὲ ἀπει- 
θοῦντες ᾿Ιουδαῖοι συνστρέψαντές τινας ἄνδρας τῶν ἀγοραίων. 
πονηροὺς ἐθορυβοῦσαν τὴν πόλιν (“But the Jews who dis- 
believed assembled some wicked fellows of the rabble and set the 
city in an uproar”), is preserved in the later Byzantine text, 
προσλἀβόμενοι δὲ οἱ ᾿Ιουδαῖοι of ἀπειθοῦντες (al ol dred. 
᾿Ιουδ.) (H 1, P most minuscules), and in the Textus Receptus, 
ζηλώσαντες δὲ οἱ ἀπειθοῦντες ᾿Ιουδαῖοι καὶ προσλαβόμενοι 
(a reading that lacks any significant support in the manu- 
scripts). On the verb συστρέφειν, see the final comment on 10.41. 


17.9 καὶ λαβόντες 

On the strength of syr*™*, with indirect support from 
Ephraem, A C. Clark prints of μὲν οὖν πολιτάρχαι λαβόντες. 
The reading, however, appears to be an obvious amelioration 
introduced in order to smooth the sequence between verses 
Sand 9. 
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17.11 οὕτως 


‘AU the close of the verse the Western text, represented by 
888 614 1700 2412 itfe yg syr® si + Ephracm Priscillian, 
expands by adding καθὼς Παῦλος ἀπαγγέλλει (“examining the 
seriptures daily to see if these things were so as Paul 
‘was proclaiming’), 


17.12 


After beginning the verse with a rather banal observation, 
τινὲς μὲν οὖν αὐτῶν ἐπίστευσαν, τίνες δὲ ἠπίστησαν (“Some 
of them, therefore, believed, but some did not believe,” ef. 
28.24), codex Beze smooths the grammar of the generally 
received text and reads καὶ τῶν Ἑλλήνων καὶ τῶν εὐσχημόνων 
ἄνδρες καὶ γυναῖκες ἱκανοὶ ἐπίστευσαν (‘and many of the 
Greeks and men and women of high standing believed”). 
Besides being better Greck the readjusted order has the effect 
of lessening any importance given to women (ef, comments 
on ver. 34 and on 18,26). According to Menoud, “the anti- 
feminist tendeney of the writer of D seems to be more or 
less general in the last decades of the first century. In any 
case it is not one of the major trends in the thought of the 
Western recension,” 


17.13 καὶ rapdooovres τοὺς ὄχλους [Β] 


Many witnesses, ineluding p* EP 049 056 0120 0192 al, 
followed by the Textus Receptus, lack the words καὶ τὰς 
ράσσοντες. ‘The shorter text appears to be the result of tran- 
seriptional oversight, occasioned by homoeoteleuton with the 
preceding σαλεύοντες. The vernacular διαλιμάζειν occurs in 
D only here and at 8.24. 


'P. H, Menoud, “The Western Text and the Theology of Acts,” in 
the Bulletin of the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas, 1 (1951), pp. 30; 
‘compare Ropes, The Text of Adis, p. cexxxiv, who finds in Ac 17.12 and 
chap. 18 several indications of what may fairly be called an “anti-feminist” 
tendency. 
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17-14-15 


Codex Bezae, with occasional support from other Western 
witnesses, recasts these two verses as follows: τὸν μὲν οὖν 
Παῦλον οἱ ἀδελφοὶ ἐξαπέστειλαν ἀπελθεῖν ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν" 
ὑπέμεινεν δὲ ὁ Σίλας καὶ ὁ Τιμόθεος ἐκεῖ. οἱ δὲ καταστάνοντες 
τὸν Παῦλον ἤγαγον ἕως ᾿Αθηνῶν, παρῆλθεν δὲ τὴν Θεσ- 
σαλίαν, ἐκωλύθη γὰρ εἰς αὐτοὺς κηρύξαι τὸν λόγον, λαβόντες 
δὲ ἐντολὴν παρὰ Παύλου πρὸς τὸν Σίλαν καὶ Τιμόθεον ὅπως 
ἐν τάχει ἔλθωσιν πρὸς αὐτὸν ἐξῥεσαν ("The brethren therefore 
sent Paul off to go to the sea, but Silas and Timothy remained 
there. (15) And those who conducted Paul brought him as 
far as Athens, and he passed by Thessaly, for he was pre- 
vented from proclaiming the word to them; and having τὸς 
ceived a command from Paul for Silas and Timothy to come 
to him quickly, they departed”). The purpose of the addition 
in ver. 15 is to explain why nothing happened on Paul's journey 
through Thessaly. 


1744 ἕως {B} 


‘The Westem text (D it*«'* al) reads ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν. 
‘The introduction of ὡς in the Byzantine text suggests an 
attempt to foil the Jews by a ruse (“then immediately the 
brethren sent away Paul to go as it were to the sea,” AV), 
Tnasmtich as ἕως with a following preposition occurs elsewhere 
in Luke-Acts (ef, Lk 24.50; Ac 21.5; 26.11), the Committee pre- 
ferred to follow the combination of pit 8 A B 33 81 1730 vg al. 





17.18 ὅτι... εὐηγγελίζετο 

Ν᾿ curious that D ite omit the explanatory clause. Although 
some scholars have regarded the reading as a Western non- 
interpolation, it is more likely that the words were omitted 
because “the writer scrupled to appear to class Ἰησοῦς among 
the δαιμόνια᾽ (so Knowling; i. 6. the elause implies that Paul’s 
hearers understood ᾿Ανάστασις as a female deity parallel with 
Jesus). 
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17.19 ἐπιλαβόμενοι τε αὐτοῦ 


‘The Western text embroiders the sentence by  prefixing 
μετὰ δὲ ἡμέρας τινὰς ἐπιλαβόμενοι αὐτοῦ (D syr) and by 
adding πυνθανόμενοι καὶ after ἸΙάγον (D; “And after some 
days they took hold of him and brought him to the Areopagus, 
inguiring and saying. . .”). 


17.26 ἐξ ἑνός [Ὁ] 


‘The Western text, with the support of a wide range of carly 
versions and patristic witnesses, adds αἵματος after ἑνός. This 
reading passed into the Textus Receptus and lies behind the 
AV. In support of the longer text is the palneographical con- 
sideration that αἵματος may have been accidentally omitted 
because it ends in the same syllable as the preceding ἑνός. 
11 is also possible, though perhaps not probable, that someone 
deliberately deleted the word, since it appears to contradict 
the statement in Genesis that God made man from dust— 
not blood (Gn 2.7). Likewise, there is some force in the con 
siderution that αὕματος is not a very natural gloss on &%s— 
for that one would have expected ἀνθρώπον or something 
similar, 

On the other hand, a majority of the Committee was im- 
pressed by the external evidence supporting the shorter text, 
and judged that αἵματος was a typical expansion so char- 
acteristic of the Western reviser. 

With some amount of hesitation, therefore, and after re- 
newed consideration of the claims of each reading, it was 
voted to adopt the Alexandrian text. 








17.217 τὸν θεὸν εἰ dpa ye ψηλαφήσειαν αὐτόν {C} 


‘The reading κύριον undeubtedly arose from the careless 
substitution by a scribe of KW for ΘΝ, an exchange that 
oceurs frequently. In any ease, the argument of Kilpatrick, 
who assumes that κύριον was original and that scribes felt it 
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to be ambiguous,’ is difficult to recencile with the circumstance 
that the following verb “to feel after” agrees better with 
κύριον than with either θεόν or θεῖον. 

Although it is doubtless true, as Nestle pointed out, that 
scribes would be more likely to alter θεόν lo θεῖον," the fact 
that θεῖον occurs in ver. 29 may account for its intrusion 
here. Furthermore, since θεός is the subject of the sentence 
(cf. ver, 24), there was an added incentive for scribes to alter 
θεόν to either θεῖον or κύριον. 

It should be noted that the present text of codex Bezae, 
μάλιστα ζητεῖν τὸ θεῖόν ἐστιν, cannot be construed with the 
rest of the sentence and must be emended either by altering 
τό to ὅ (as Clark does in accord with the testimony of itt! 
and Irenaeus) or by deleting ἐστιν (as Ropes and Streetert 
prefer). In either ease the presence of μάλιστα gives the 
impression that the reading is a secondary qualification. 


17.27 ἀπὸ ἑνὸς ἑκάστου ἡμῶν ὑπάρχοντα [0] 
The Committee was agreed that external evidence and 


internal considerations combine in support of the reading 
adopted for the text. 


17.28 ἐσμέν (1) 


Codex Bezne adds to the quotation the phrase τὸ καθ᾽ 
ἡμέραν (“in him we live and move and have our being day 
by day”). ; 

According to Rendel Harris this reading arose from a mis- 
read and misplaced marginal annotation. He suggests that a 

‘An Bolectie Study of the Text of Acts;” Biblical ond Patrstc Studies 
in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, ed. by J. Neville Birdsall and R. W. 
Thomson, p. τᾶ 

*Bherhard Nestle, Philologia sacra (Berlin, 1896), p. 42; ef. also 
Nestle, Introduction to the Teatual Critiiem of the Greek ‘New Testament 
(London, 1901), po. 295 f. 

Ὁ Πουτιαὶ of Theologicel Studies, xxxr (1983), p. 288, 
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corrector who wished to alter τῶν καθ᾽ ὑμᾶς in the next line 
to “some of our own poets” “indicated this in the margin in a 
sort of short-hand, which was misunderstood as τὸ καθ’ ἡμέραν 
and inserted as an expansion into the previous line.”* Williams, 
however, agrees with W. 1. Knox that “a more likely ex- 
planation is that it was a ‘favourite phrase of D.’ "Ὁ 





17.28 τινες τῶν καθ᾽ ὑμᾶς ποιητῶν [0] 


Although Clark thinks that “it would be difficult to find a 
more typical example of a gloss than the addition of woenra@v,"? 
it is also possible, 2s Lake and Cadbury remark, that the 
Western editor may have had some moral objection to quoting 
poets, At any rate, the Peshitta Syriac, the Armenian, and the 
Ethiopic versions read “sages” or “wise men” instead of “poets.” 

Scribal confusion between ὑμᾶς and ἡμᾶς, which were pro- 
nounced alike, was common. It is scarcely likely that Paul 
would have represented himself as one of the Greeks. 


17.30. τῆς ἀγνοίας 

‘The addition in codex Bezae and the Vulgate of ταύτης 
alter τῆς ἀγνοίας, thought by Epp* to involve « deliberate 
contrast to the ignorance referred to in 3.17, is more probably 
an innocent heightening with no subtle allusion to a different 
attitude of God toward Jewish (as distinguished from Gentile) 
ignorance. 





17.30 παραγγέλλει [Οἱ 


The verb παραγγέλλειν, which is a favorite with Luke 
(of 30 instances in the New Testament, 14 oceur in Luke- 





5 Bulletin of the Beran Club, vim (1980), p. 6. 

“Ὁ, 8. C, Williams, Atterations to the Text of the Synoptic Gospels and 
Acts, p. 69, n. 1. 

1 The Acts of the Aposiles, p. 367. Blass and Ropes also omit ποιητῶν. 

+E. J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Besae Cantabrigiensis 
in Acts (Cambridge, 1986), pp. 48-50. 
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Acts), is more appropriate in the context than ἀπαγγέλλειν--- 
though Alexandrian scribes may have judged that it was less 
seemly for God to “urge” or “command” repentance than 
merely to “announce” or “declare” that all persons every- 
where should repent. 


17.31 ἀνδρί 


After ἀνδρί several Western witnesses (D vg" and Irenaeus) 
add the identifying Ἰησοῦ. 


17.34 


“The omission in codex Bezae of the words καὶ γυνὴ ὀνόματι, 
Δάμαρις has been taken by some (e.g. Wm. M. Ramsay) to 
be another indication of the anti-feminist attitude of the 
scribe (see the comments on ver. 12 above)’ It is, how ἣ 
more likely, as A. C. Clark suggests," that a line in an ancestor 
of codex Bezae had been accidentally omitted, so that what 
remains in D is ἐν οἷς καὶ Διονύσιός τις ᾿Αρεοπαγείτης 
εἰσχέμων καὶ ἕτεροι σὺν αὐτοῖς (“among whom also was a 
certain Dionysius, an Areopagite of high standing, and others 
with them”). In either case, however, the concluding phrase 
σὺν αὑτοῖς suggests that Luke originally specified more than 
one person (Dionysius) as among Paul's converts 

It is curious that codex Bezae reads εὐσχέμων to indieate 
the high standing of Dionysius, though being an Areopagite 
would naturally imply his honorable estate without adding 
the adjective.” Its presence, according to an ingenious explana- 
tion proposed by J. Armitage Robinson," is to be accounted 
for us follows. According to Robinson it is significant that in 
Aets the word εὐσχήμων is used only of women (13.50; 17.12). 














τ The Church in the Roman Empire, pp. 161 

% The Acts of the Apoiles, p. 387 
tive that Lk 23.50 does not retain εὐσχήμων of Mk 15.48 

= Reported by W. M, Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Rmpire, 
μι 181. 
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Under the influence of its usage earlier in Acts some gallant 
seribe added the word after Δάμαρες."5 Later, after the church 
had taken her stand against the pagan or heretical claims 
advanced in behalf of her ambitious women, a more orthodox 
if less chivalrous transcriber deleted the name of Damaris 
altogether, but left the adjective standing, a witness at once 
against his own deed and the deed of the scribe who had gone 
before him, 


18.1 ἐκ [Β] 


‘The insertion of the subject was apparently made in the 
interest of clarifying the passage when it was read as the 
opening sentence of an ecclesiastical lesson. Certainly if the 
words ὁ Παῦλος were present originally no one would have 
deleted them. 


18.2-4 


‘The original form of the Western text, which in verses 2 
and 3 codex Bezae presents in a form somewhat accommodated 
to the Alexandrian text, appears to have been the following 
(reconstructed by Ropes, chiefly on the basis of it and sy"): 
καὶ εὗρεν ᾿Ακύλαν, Ποντικὸν τῷ γένει, Ἰουδαῖον, προσφάτως 
ἐληλυθότα ἀπὸ τῆς ᾿Ιταλίας σὺν Πρισκίλλῃ γυναικὶ αὐτοῦ, 
καὶ προσῆλθεν αὐτοῖς᾽ οὗτοι δὲ ἐξξλθον ἀπὸ τῆς Ῥώμης διὰ 
τὸ τεταχέναι Κλαύδιον Καίσαρα χωρίζεσθαι πάντας Ἰουδαί-- 
ous ἀπὸ τῆς Ῥώμη" of καὶ κατῴκησαν εἰς τὴν ᾿Αχαίαν. 
ὁ δὲ Παῦλος ἐγνωρίσθη τῷ ᾿Λκύλᾳ (8) διὰ τὸ ὁμόφυλ ν καὶ 
ὁμότεχνον εἶναι, καὶ ἔμεινεν πρὸς αὐτοὺς καὶ ἠργάζετο, 
ἦσαν γὰρ σκηνοποιοὶ τῇ τέχνῃ. (4) εἰσπορευόμενος δὲ εἰς 





Δ Ramsay observes that “it was impossible in Athenian society for a 
woman of respectable position and family to have any opportunity of 
hearing Paul; and the name Damaris (probably a vulgarism for damali 
heifer) suggests a foreign woman, pethaps one of the class of educates! 
Helairai, who right very well be in his audience,” Sl. Poul the Traveller 
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τὴν συναγωγὴν κατὰ πᾶν σάββατον διελέγετο, καὶ ἐντιθεὶς 
τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ κυρίου ᾿Ιησοῦ, καὶ ἔπειθεν δὲ οὐ μόνον ᾿Ιουδαίους 
ἀλλὰ καὶ Ἕλληνας (“And he found Aquila, [a man] of Pontus 
by race, a Jew, who had lately come from Italy with Priscilla, 
his wife, and he went to them, Now these had come out from 
Rome because Claudius Caesar had commanded all Jews to 
leave Rome; and they settled in Greece. And Paul became known 
to Aquila (3) because he was of the same tribe and the same 
trade, and he stayed with them and worked; for they were 
tentmakers by trade. (4) And entering into the synagogue 
each sabbath day, he held a discussion, inserting the name 
of the Lord Jesus, and persuaded not only Jews but also Greeks”). 

Lake and Cadbury remark on verses 2 and 3 that, “the 
awkwardness of the Greek in the B-text may be at least partly 
responsible for the interesting and smoother version of the 
Western text.” (On ἠργάζετο in ver. 3, see the comments on 
that verse.) In ver, 4 the Western addition implies that, in 
his expounding of the Old ‘Testament. scriptures Paul would 
“ingert the name of the Lord Jesus” where, according to 
Christian theology, it was appropriate, Compare also the 
addition in D sym it at the beginning of ver. 6, At the end 
of ver. 3 codex Bezae and it* lack the statement, ‘for they 
were tentmakers by trade”; the absence is due no doubt: to 
accideptal omission of a line of text. 


18.3 ἠργάζετο [B} 

‘The plural ἠργάζοντο in several Alexandrian witnesses is 
probably an accommodation to the plural forms immediately 
preceding and following, 


18.5 λόγῳ (ΒΓ 
‘The expression that Paul συνείχετο τῷ λόγῳ (“was wholly 
absorbed with preaching,” so Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich) seems to 


Ὁ The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. αν, p. 221, 
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have been misunderstood, so that πνεύματι was either delib- 
erately substituted for λόγῳ or, being added as an explanation 
in the margin, eventually usurped the place of λόγῳ, with the 
resultant. meaning “was urged on by the Spirit” or “was 
pressed in the spirit” (so the AV). 


18.6 


‘At the beginning of the verse the Western text (D syr™* 
ith) inserts πολλοῦ δὲ λόγου γινομένου καὶ γραφῶν διερμη- 
γευομένων (“And after there had been much discussion, and 
inlerpretations of the scriptures had been given ...”). Com- 
pare also the comments on verses 2 and 3. 


18.7 ἐκεῖθεν 


The Western reviser emended ἐκεῖθεν to ἀπὸ τοῦ ᾿Ακύλα 
(D it), and other witnesses conflated the two readings; thus 
ἐκεῖθεν ἀπὸ τοῦ ᾿Ακύλα, 614 (1799) 2412. But it is unlikely 
that opposition of the Jews in the synagogue would have 
caused Paul to change his residence from the home of Aquila, 
with whom Paul continued to have good relations. The Western 
revision reflects, as Bruce* points out, “a misunderstanding of 
Taike’s meaning; Paul did not remove his private lodgings 
from Aquila’s house to that of Justus, but made Justus's 
house his preaching headquarters instead of the synagogue,” 
which was next door. 


18.7 Τιτίου ᾿Ιούστου {D} 


There is a considerable amount of divergeney among the 
witnesses. Ropes argued that the reading with a single name 
Ἰούστου is probably original, and by dittography ovoua~ 


+B. Β΄ Bruce, Commentary on the Book of the Acts; the English Text . 
(London, 1954), p. 370, n. 17, 
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ὙΠΟΥστου gave rise to Τιτίου. But, as Goodspeed pointed 
out, the hypothesis is seriously weakened by the absence of 
the word ὀνόματι from codex Alexandrinus, the chief ancient 
support for the omission of Titus.* Furthermore, the opposite 
error, that of haplography, is perhaps even more likely to have 
occurred, and from TITITI and (ΠΟΥΊΟΥ in ὀνόματι Terlov 
᾿Ιούστου came the shortened form in most of the uncial manu- 
scripts.‘ In any case Τίτου seems to be a secondary correction, 
as the more familiar name. 


18.12 ᾿Ιουδαῖοι 


After Ἰουδαῖοι the Western text (D it and partly syx* 
“ih Ὁ). continues with the more colorful account συνλαλήσαντες 
μεθ᾽ ἑαυτῶν ἐπὶ τὸν Παῦλον, καὶ ἐπιθέντες τὰς χεῖρας ἤγαγον. 
αὐτὸν πρὸς τὸν ἀνθύπατον (1) has ἐπὶ τὸ βῆμα), καταβοῶντες 
καὶ λέγοντες... (“having talked together among themselves 
against Paul, and having laid hands upon him they brought him 
το the governor, crying out and saying . ..”) 


18.117 πάντες [Ὁ] 


In order to identify the “all” who seized and beat Sosthenes, 
the ruler of the synagogue, the Western and later ecclesiastical 
texts (and hence the AV) add the identifying words, “the 
Greeks,” i. e. the Gentile community. Several minuscule manu- 
scripts read “all the Jews,” which is much more unlikely to 
represent the real situation. 

‘At the close of the verse the Latin text of codex Bezae reads 
tune Gallio fingebat eum non videre (“Then Gallio pretended 
not to see him”). The line in the Greek text of codex Bezae 
after βήματος is erased and nothing is now legible, but it is 














2 Journal of Biblical Literature, xix (1950), . 888. 
+A. van Veldhuizen, “Hand. 18:7. Titius Tustus of Tastus?” Theo- 
logitche Studien, xx (1902), pp. 422-423, 
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fair to assume that it corresponded to the Latin; Clark τος 
constructs τότε ὁ Γαλλέων προσεποιεῖτο μὴ ἰδεῖ 





18.18 


One form of the Western text, preserved in it", reads Aguila, 
qui votum cum fecisset [Cenchris|, caput tondit, from which 
Blass produced ᾿Ακύλας, ὃς εὐχὴν ἔχων ἐν Κεγχρειαῖς τὴν 
κεφαλὴν ἐκείρατο (“Aquila, who, having made a vow at 
Cenchreae, had cut his hair”). Several manuscripts of the 
Latin Vulgate read the plural, “Priscilla and Aquila, who had 
cut their hair at Cenchreae, for they had a vow.” 


18.19 κατήντησαν [8] 


‘The Textus Receptus, following p* P Y most minuseules al, 
alters κατήντησαν to the singular in conformity with the 
other verbs in the context. 


18.19 κἀκείνους κατέλιπεν αὐτοῦ [ΟἹ 


Ropes prefers the reading ἐκεῖ, explaining the rise of the 
reading αὐτοῦ as an improvement occasioned by the harsh 
sound of κἀκείνους κατέλιπεν ἐκεῖ" Although ἐκεῖ is well 
attested (being rend by p 8 A D 38 al), a majority of the 
Committee thought it more probable that, owing to the in- 
frequent use of αὐτοῦ as an adverb (it occurs only four times 
in the entire New Testament), scribes replaced it with the 
much more frequently used adverb ἐκεῖ (which occurs 95 times 
in the New Testament). 





# According to ἃ suggestion made by C. A. Phillips, behind the two 
forms of text one may postulate the Syriae verb sel, which, according 
to Brockelmann’s Lesicon Syriacum, means primarily avertit (occulos, 
Jaciem) but also non curavil, neglezit (Bulletin of the Bezan Club, v {1928}, 
. 445 cf. D. Plooij, ., 1x [1981], p. 16). 

© The Teat of Adts, p. 177. 
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‘The addition in codex Bezae, supported in part by other 
Western witnesses (614 1799 2401° itt syr* =! * cop**), καὶ 
τῷ ἐπιόντι σαββάτῳ ἐκείνους (“and on the following sabbath 
he left them there...”), comes in execedingly awkwardly at 
this place; according to Zahn’ the “correct” Western text read 
καταντήσας δὲ εἰς Ἔφεσον, τῷ ἐπιόντι σαββάτῳ εἰσελθὼν 
εἰς τὴν συναγωγὴν διελέχθη τοῖς ᾿Ιουδαίοις. On the trouble- 
some phrase, “and he left them there,” see also the variant 
readings in verses 21-22. 





18.21 εἰπών {B} 

‘The addition made by the Western reviser, which has passed 
into the later ecclesiastical text (and therefore is represented 
in the AV: “I must by all means keep this feast that cometh 
in Jerusalem”), is loosely paralleled by the similar statement 
in 20.16, and by the Western text. of 19.1 (see the comments 
on the latter passage). ‘The interpolation (for thus it must 
be accounted, there being no reason why, if original, it should 
have been deleted in a wide variety of manuscripts and ver- 
sions) may well give, as Bruce observes, “the true reason for 
Paul’s hasty departure, the feast probably being passover.”* 


18.21-22 ἀνήχθη ἀπὸ τῆς ᾿Εφέσου: καὶ κατελθών [Β] 

Several witnesses, chiefly Western, either transfer or, ob- 
livious of the redundancy, repeat the information given in 
ver, 19 concerning Paul's leaving Aquila (with or without 
mention of Priscilla) at Ephesus. (See also the concluding 
comment on ver. 19.) 


18.24 ᾿Απολλῶς ὀνόματι 
The name ᾿Απολλῶς is an abbreviated form of ᾿Αποὰ- 
λώνιος (read here by D). It may be that the variant reading 


‘Die A postelgeschichle des Lueas, p. 662, Aum. 68. 
1 F. F, Bruce, The Acts of the A poatles, p. 349. 
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᾿Απελλῆς (8* 307 431 453 586 610 cop? arm geo (eth) 
Didymus Ammonius) is an Egyptian preference.” On the other 
hand, despite its meager attestation here and in 19.1, Kil- 
patrick suggests that ᾿Απελλῆς is the original reading in Acts 
and that scribes assimilated it in most witnesses to the name 
of the ᾿Απολλῶς of 1 Corinthians." (See also comment on 19.1.) 


18.25 οὗτος ἦν Karnynpevos τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ κυρίου 


‘The Western addition (D ite) οἱ ἐν τῇ πατρίδι after κατη- 
χημένος (“who had been instructed in his own country in the 
word of the Lord”) implies that Christianity had reached 
Alexandria by about a.p. 50. Whether the statement of the 
Western reviser depends upon personal knowledge or is based 
on inference, the implication of the statement no doubt accords 
with historical fact. 

The reading τὸν λόγον (Ὁ 35 80" 94 142 242 307 300 323 
429 481) instead of τὴν ὁδόν is, as Ropes declares, “clearly an 
attempt to make a hard word easier” (ad loc.); the same type 
of change appears also in ver. 26. 








18.25 τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ {B} 


‘The Committee preferred the reading Ἰησοῦ, not only 
because of the stronger and more diversified external witnesses 
in its support, but also because it appears that the reading 
κυρίου arose from assimilation with the previous instance of 
κυρίου in the same sentence. 





18.26 Πρίσκιλλα καὶ Axtras 


Apparently the Western reviser (D its'e syr cop arm al) 
desired to reduce the prominence of Priscilla, for he either 


5 Cf, Blass-Dobrunner-Funk, § 29, 4, 
"So Theodor Zahn, Jntroduction to the New Testament, 1 (Edinburgh, 
1909), p. 270, note 10; ef. Henry Offermann, “‘Apallos, Apelles, Apollonios,” 
Lutheran Church Review, xxvii (1919), pp. 145-150. 
% Journal of Biblical Literature, txxxix (1970), p. 77. 
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mentions Aquila first (as here) or inserts the name of Aquila 
without including Priscilla (as in verses 3, 18, and 21). The 
unusual order, the wife before the husband, must. be accepted 
as original, for there was always a tendency among seribes to 
change the unusual to the usual, In the ease of Priscilla and 
Aquila, however, it was customary in the early church to refer 
to her before her husband (ef. Ro 16.3; 2 Tm 4.19). On an 
anti-feminist tendency, see the comments on 17.12 above. 


18.26 τὴν ὁδὸν [τοῦ θεοῦ] [0] 


While appreciating the force of the consideration urged by 
Alford, Ropes, and others, namely that τὴν ὁδόν in the Western 
text is original and the other readings are attempts to render 
it more intelligible, a majority of the Committee was reluctant 
to accord primary weight to the testimony of D here inasmuch 
as in ver. 25 it is clearly secondary, having substituted λόγον 
for ὁδόν. On the other hand, in view of the usage in 9.2; 19.9, 23; 
24.14, 22, it was agreed to represent the possibility that 
the Western text may be original and to enclose τοῦ θεοῦ 
(8* A B) within square brackets. 











18.27 


‘The Western reviser (D, supported in large part by syr"™*) 
expanded and paraphrased this verse as follows: ἐν δὲ τῇ 
᾿Ἐφέσῳ ἐπιδημοῦντές τινες Κορίνθιοι καὶ ἀκούσαντες αὐτοῦ 
παρακάλουν διελθεῖν σὺν αὐτοῖς εἰς τὴν πατρίδα αὐτῶν. 
συνκατανεύσαντοτ" δὲ αὐτοῦ οἱ ᾿Εφέσιοι ἔγραψαν τοῖς ἐν 
Κορίνθῳ μαθηταῖς ὅπως ἀποδέξωνται τὸν ἄνδρα" ὃς ἐπιδη- 
μήσας εἰς τὴν ᾿Αχαίαν πολὺ συνεβάλλετο ἐν ταῖς ἐκκλησίαις 
(“Now certain Corinthians were staying αἱ Bphesus, and having 

= Seo Adolf Harnack, “Uber die beiden Recensionen der Geschichte 
der Prisca und des Aquila in Act. Apost. 18, 1-27,” Siteungsberichte der 


koniglich preussischen Akademie der Wissenschajien 2u Berlin, 1900, pp. 2-13. 
© The verb συγκατανεύειν occurs nowhere else in the New Testament. 
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heard him {i.e. Apollos] urged him to cross over with them to 
their own country. And when he had consented the Ephesians 
wrote to the disciples in Corinth thai they should receive the 
‘man—he who having stayed in Achaia was of great help to the 
churches”). 

‘The unusual orientation and outlook, as well as certain 
internal difficulties of the passage, have been pointed out more 
than once." For example, nowhere else in Acts do we read of 
members of one church acting in another church, nor do we 
ever hear of an invitation to an apostle or evangelist (0 come 
to a church (16.9 is not ἃ parallel). But there is a more serious 
difficulty. If Apollos’s visit is made at bis own initiative, an 
introductory letter recommending him to the Corinthians is 
appropriate; if, on the other hand, he goes at the invitation 
of members of the Corinthian church, why is it necessary that 
the Ephesians supply such a letter? 


18.28 δημοσίᾳ ἐπιδεικνύς. 


The Western text (p® D 388 614 [15] expands the account 
so as to read δημοσίᾳ διαλεγόμενος καὶ (p* om. καί) ἐπιδεικνὺς 
(“discoursing publicly and showing”). 


19.1 ᾿Εγένετο. 


Omitting the clause ᾿Εγένετο δὲ ἐν τῷ τὸν ᾿Απολλῶ εἶναι 
ἐν Κορίνθῳ, the Western text (p* ΤῸ syx*, with partial 
support from it®* and Ephraem) substitutes the following 
Θέλοντος δὲ τοῦ Παύλου κατὰ τὴν ἰδίαν βουλὴν πορεύεσθαι 
εἰς '᾿Ιεροσόλυμα εἶπεν αὐτῷ τὸ πνεῦμα ὑποστρέφειν εἰς τὴν 
"Ἀσίαν, διελθὼν δὲ τὰ ἀνωτέρικα μέρη ἔρχεται εἰς "Ἔφεσον 
(“And although Paul wished, according to his own plan, lo g) 
4o Jerusalem, the Spirit told him to return fo Asia. And havi 
passed through the upper country he comes to Ephesus 


εἰς "Ἔφεσον 











M See, e.g. F. W. Grosheide, Bulletin of the Bezan Club, vur (1980), 
pp. 18-20, and G. Zuntz, Classion εἰ mediaevalia, 1 (1940), pp. 26-33. 
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It is difficult to understand why so much is said about a 
purpose that was not accomplished. Weiss is correct in ob- 
serving that “the whole antithesis between ἰδία βουλή and an 
order of the Spirit is neither in the character of Paul nor of 
Jatke, who brings expressly into prominence how Paul allows 
‘all his decisions to be made by the will of God made known, 
to him through the Spirit.’ See also the comments on 18.21, 





19.1 ᾿Απολλῶ 

Instead of ᾿Απολλῶ, p AS 181 read ᾿Απολλών, and N* 
307 431* 453 536 610 cop’? read ᾿Απελλῆν. (See also the 
comment on 18.24.) 


19.2 ἔστιν [Β] 

‘The commonly received text, “We have never even heard 
that there is a Holy Spirit,” appears to have been difficult for 
the Western reviser to accept, and he therefore substituted 
the much easier statement, “We have not even heard whether 
people are receiving the Holy Spirit.” 


19.5 ᾿Ιησοῦ 

‘The Western text (p® D 383 614 syr* "ὦ ἡ expands the 
brief sthtement, “they were baptized in the name of the Lord 
Jesus,” by continuing Χριστοῦ (not p¥) εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν. 
‘The addition, though intended to he edifying, is inept, because 
these persons had previously received John’s baptisin for the 
remission of sins. 


19.6 


Instead of ἦλθε codex Bezae and Jerome read the more 
colorful εὐθέως ἐπέπεσεν (“the Holy Spirit immediately fell 
upon them’’). 


+ Der Codex: D, p- 94, Anm. 1. 
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After Ὑλώσσαις the Western text (represented by syr! 
and, in part, by it? vg"™ and Ephraem) adds “other tongues, 
and they themselves knew them, which they also interpreted for 
themselves; and certain also prophesied.” Although Clark pro- 
fesses to believe that “it is more natural to suppose that the 
words....were struck out as inconsistent with ch. 2, than 
that they were introduced as an interpolation from 1 Cor. 
xiv," it is much more probable that the Western form of text 
arose by seribal embroidering of the Alexandrian text than 
that the text in all known Greek manuscripts has been curtailed 
because of what might possibly be regarded as an inconsistency 
with the account of Pentecost in Acts 2. 


19.8 ἐπαρρησιάζετο 


The Western text (D syr') reads ἐν δυνάμει μεγάλῃ ἐπαρ- 
ρησιάζετο (“spoke boldly with great power”). 


19.9 Τυράννου {B} 

‘The interesting addition in the Western text (“(Paul] argued 
daily in the hall of Tyrannus from the fifth hour to the tenth’ 
(i.e. from 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.|) may represent an accurate 
piece of information, preserved in oral tradition befcre being 
incorporated into the text of certain manuscripts. Wei 
present in the original text, there is no good reason why it 
should have been deleted. (Instead of “to the tenth” two Latin 
manuscripts of the Vulgate read “to the ninth” (G), “to the 
ninth and tenth” (D).) 





19.14, 16 

‘The Western text (codex Bezae and, in part, p® its syr™* 
Lphracm) rewrites ver. 14 as follows: ἐν οἷς καὶ υἱοὶ [+ ἑπτά 
syn] Σκευᾶ τινος ἱερέως ἠθέλησαν τὸ αὐτὸ ποιῆσαι (ἔθος 
εἶχαν τοὺς τοιούτους ἐξορκίζειν), καὶ εἰσελθόντες πρὸς τὸν 
δαιμονιζόμενον ἤρξαντο ἐπικαλεῖσθαι τὸ ὄνομα λέγοντες, 





* A.C. Clark, The Acte of the Apostles, p. 370. 
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Παραγγέλλομέν σοι ἐν Ἰησοῦ ὃν Παῦλος ἐξελθεῖν κηρύσσει 
(“In this connection also [seven] sons of a certain priest named 
Sceva wished to do the same thing (they were accustomed to 
exorcize such persons). And they came in to one who was demon- 
possessed and began to invoke the Name, saying, ‘We command 
you, by Jesus whom Paul preaches, fo come out’) 

Some have felt « difficulty that ἑπτά in ver, 14 changes in 
ver. 16 to “two” (ἀμφότεροι, though occasionally in sub- 
standard Greck ἀμφότεροι has the meaning “all”), Codex 
Gigas emends ἑπτά to duo; others (D it®) omit the numeral 
entirely. In verse 16 ms. E omits ἀμφότεροι and others (in- 
cluding H L Ρ αἱ, followed by the Textus Receptus) replace 
it with αὐτῶν. 

‘Among modern proposals, Moulton reports a conjecture of 
J.B. Shipley, that ἑπτά has arisen from a gloss, in which the 
name Σκευᾶ was taken to be the Hebrew ¥3¥, which can be 
read as the numeral seven (ἑπτά). 

A. C, Clark argued that by mistake a marginal note of 
interrogation ¢ (-- ζήτει), meaning “query,” being taken as 
the numeral seven, was erroneously incorporated into. the 
text Torrey, following Overbeck, conjectured that the error 
of “seven” for two" arose because in the first. century the 
Greek β (=2) and ζ (=7) were made very much alike.* Finally, 
it may be reported that at the end of the last century the 
Dutch ‘classical scholar Naber proposed that ἀμφότεροι be 
emended to ἄφνω “suddenly,” a reading that J. Μ. 8. Baljon 
adopted in his edition (1898). 

‘The difficulty of reconciling ἑπτά with ἀμφότεροι, however, 





21. IL. Moulton, Protegomena, p. 246; compare Moulton and Milligan, 
Vocabulary, p- col. a. On the other hand, Robert Eisler conjectured 
that "CREY A might be « misreading of CKEYAL, ‘investigate’ ‘look up 
Wedge! betwegn ΥἹΟῚ and AYO,” Bulletin ofthe Bezon Club, x11 (1937), 
p. 7H compare I. A. Banders, sid, x1 (1936), p. 14. 

|The dats of the Apostles, pp. 871-873. 

ὁ Anglian Phealogied Review, x01 (1944), pp. 253-255. 

ὁ Mnemasyme, 2x0 (1881), p. 280 
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is not so great as to render the text which includes both an 
impossible text. On the other hand, however, the difficulty 
is 80 troublesome that it is hard to explain how ἑπτά came 
into the text, and was perpetuated, if it were not original, 
whereas, in view of ἀμφότεροι, it is easy to see how it might 
have been omitted by certain witnesses. 


19.30 τοῦ κυρίου ὁ λόγος {C} 

A majority of the Committee preferred the Alexandrian 
reading (* A B), on the consideration that it is more likely 
that the less usual order was altered into the characteristic 
order, than vice versa. The substitution of θεοῦ for κυρίου 
appears to be a secondary correction. Codex Bezae presents 
a conflate reading, οὕτως κατὰ κράτος ἐνίσχυσεν καὶ ἡ πίστις 
τοῦ θεοῦ ηὔξανε καὶ ἐπλήθυνε (“So mightily it prevailed; and 
the faith of God grew and multiplied”). Although it could be 
argued that évvoxbe is a Lukan word (it appears twiee in the 
New Testament, Lk 22.43 and Ac 9.19), the expression ἡ 
πίστις τοῦ θεοῦ occurs nowhere in Luke-Acts, 


19.22-37 


In these verses various witnesses of the Western text in- 
corporate a variety of picturesque. details. After χρόνον in 
ver, 22 the Greek text of codex Bezue adds ὀλίγον (“stayed 
in Asia for a tittle while”), In ver. 25 after “Avdpes D and 
syr® wi «add συντεχνῖται (“fellow-craftsmen’’), a word which 
does not appear elsewhere in the New Testament. In ver. 26 
after 6 Παῦλος οὗτος codex Bezae adds τίς tore [which, in 
the light of ἱεκὶκ hie Paulus nescio quem, is to be read τίς πότεὶ, 
that is, colloquially “this Paul, a somebody.”” In ver. 28 preceding 
ἔκραζον codex Bezae syr"™® (614) (1799) 401: 2412 add 
καὶ δράμοντες εἰς τὸ ἄμφοδον (“and running inlo the street 
they cried out”)? In ver. 35 instead of καταστείλας D EY 








F The word ἄμφοδον appears elsewhere in the New Testament only 
in Mk 11.4. 
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614 al read κατασείσας (“beckoned”), and D and Ephraem 
insert the word ἡμετέραν before πόλιν (“our city”). In ver. 37 
ἐνθάδε after τούτους (D 383 614 2147 2412 syr"™* al) adds a 
circumstantial detail. 





19.33 συνεβίβασαν {B} 

The difficulty of understanding συνεβίβασαν in the context 
doubtless led scribes to change it to κατεβίβασαν or to προεβί- 
βασαν. 


19.37 ἡμῶν (Β] 

‘The ‘Textus Receptus, following the later manuscripts, re~ 
places ἡμῶν with ὑμῶν, which copyists appurently regarded us 
suiting better the second person plural ἠγάγετε. 


19.39 περαιτέρω {0} 

‘The comparative adverb περαιτέρω (which appears nowhere 
else in the New Testament) is appropriate in this context, 
whereas περὶ ἑτέρων is not, Probably the latter arose from 
itacism. 


19.40 [οὐ] [0] 

Neither variant reading is without difficulty, and Hort, 
followed by Ropes, suspected the presence of ἃ primitive error 
that has infected all texts. Hort: conjectured that “probably 
αἴτιοι ὑπάρχοντες should be read for αἰτίου ὑπάρχοντος, 
with the construction μηδενὸς αἴτιοι ὑπάρχοντες περὶ ob 
οὐ κιτιλ. (although we are guilty of nothing concerning 
which’ &.).”* 








τ “Notes on Select Readings," p. 97. For other conjectures see W. C. 
van Manen, Conjecturaal-Kritiek ... (Haarlem, 1880), p. 248, and W. H. 
van de Sande Bakhuyzen, Over de toepaasing van de Conjecturaal-Kritiek . 
(Haarlem, 1880). pp. 2251. 
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©. F. D. Moule supposes that the author made a rough draft 
which involved several alternative forms of the sentence, and 
that he neglected finally to delete the ones with which he 
was dissatisfied? 

‘The Committee, reluctant to resort to conjectural emenda- 
tion, regarded οὐ as the least unsatisfuctory reading; at the 
same time, however, in order to reflect the evidence for the 
absence of οὐ it was thought best to enclose the word within 
square brackets, 


20.84 


Codex Bezue, supported in part by sy: and Ephraem, 
presents the following text of verses 3 and 4: ποιήσας δὲ 
μῆνας Ὑ καὶ yernBela(ns) αὐτῷ ἐπιβουλῆς ὑπὸ τῶν Ιουδαίων 
ἠθέλησεν ἀναχθῆναι εἰς Συρίαν, εἶπεν δὲ τὸ πνεῦμα αὐτῷ 
ὑποστρέφειν διὰ τῆς Μακεδονίας. (4) μέλλοντος οὖν ἐξειέναι 
αὐτοῦ [+ συνείποντο αὐτῷ ἐγ» Ἢ) μέχρι τῆς ᾿Ασίας Σώπα- 
τρος Πύρρου Βεροιαῖος [ms.: Βερυιαιοτ!, θεσσαλονικέων δὲ 
᾿Αρίσταρχος καὶ Σεκοῦνδος, καὶ Γάϊος Δουβέϊριος καὶ 
Τιμόθεος, ᾿Εφέσιοι δὲ Εὔτυχος καὶ Τρόφιμος (“And when 
he had spent three months there, and when a plot was made 
against him by the Jews, he wished to sail for Syria, bul the 
Spirit told him to return through Macedonia. (4) Therefore 
when he was about to go out, Sopater of Beroea, the son of 
Pyrrhus, and of the Thessalonians Aristarchus and Secundus, 
and Gaius of Douberios, and Timothy, went with him as far 
as Asia; but the Ephesians Eutychus and Trophimus . . τ 

According to the generally received text Paul was intending 
to go to Syria in order to carry the collection for the poor of 
Jerusalem; the Western reviser, however, ascribes the reason 
for the journey to the Jews’ plot. Furthermore, in characteristic 
fashion (cf. 19.1) the Western text introduces the prompting 
‘of the Spirit to account for Paul's going by a land route rather 
than by sea, as the apostle had formerly planned to do. 








* Bxpository Times, wv (1954), p. 21. 
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In ver. 4 Besae’s identification of Paul's companions as 
Ephesians rather than Asians (the Harclean Syriac margin 
conflates the two, ex Asia Ephesii) may suggest that the 
‘Western reviser belonged to, or was closely connected with 
Ephesus, The substitution of Εὔτυχος for Τυχικός may be an 
emendation based on ver. 9. 


20.4 συνείπετο δὲ αὐτῷ (ΟἹ 

It is difficult to understand how, if ἄχρι τῆς ᾿Ασίας were 
original, it would have been omitted, Furthermore, as Conzel- 
mann points out,’ it appears that the author of 1 Timothy 
envisaged ἃ situation in Paul’s activities which is reflected 
in a text of Acts that lucked this addition. 





20.4 Πύρρου [Β] 

Although Ropes conjectured that myppoy had somehow 
arisen out of the preceding matpoc, the Committee, im- 
pressed by the extemal evidence supporting Πύρρου, regarded 
its omission as the result of an accident in transeription, 


20.4 Δερβαῖος {C} 

The generally received text of Acts involves a well-known 
crux: inf 204 Gaius is called a man of Derbe, whereas in 19.29 
he, along with a certain Aristarchus, is identified as a Mace- 
donian, ‘The diserepancy has been resolved (a) by emending 
Μακεδόνας in 19.2 to Μακεδόνα (which is indeed the reading 
of 307 and a few other manuscripts), thus identifying only 
‘Aristarchus as a Macedonian; or (Ὁ) by assuming that two 
different persons bearing the name Gaius are meant; or (6) by 
following the Western reading Δοβήριος at 20.4 (its, com- 
pare D* AouBiélptos and it* doverius {=doberius]) and identi- 
fying this place with a Macedonian post-town by that name 


Teilschrift fr die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, xiv (1954), p. 266. 
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near Mt, Pangaios, on the road from Philippi. Although this 
identification has been widely app roved (e.g. by A. C. Clark, 
B. 8. Streeter, Lagrange, C. $. C. Williams, G. Zuntz |Gnomon, 
xxx (1958), p. 26], F. F. Bruee, and a scant majority of the 





translators of the New English Bible®), ἃ majority of the Com- 
mittce was hesitant to do so, for (α) Δερβαῖος applied to a man 
apparently called a Macedonian in the context would have 


been the harder reading in the second century, when everyone 
knew that Derbe? was in Asia Minor, and (Ὁ) Δοβήριος would 
be a natural and intelligible emendation at that period. Fur- 
thermore, as Haenchen‘ points out, the grouping of the names 
in pairs (after the mention of Sopater) according to their place 
of residence suggests that this Gaius, who is mentioned in 
company with Timothy, was from Asia Minor and not from 
Macedonia, 





20.5 προελθόντες [0] 


‘The reading προελθόντες, as Knowling points out, corre- 
sponds with the omission of ἄχρι τῆς ᾿Ασίας in ver. 4 and the 
view that Paul was included in the ἡμᾶς of ver. 5. The addition 
of the testimony of p% strengthens the external evidence sup- 
porting this reading. It must be acknowledged, however, that 

2 "By a easting vote Δουβέριος, found in D d gig, was preferred to 
AepBaios, the reading of the other MSS,” R. V. G. Tasker, “Notes on 
Variant Readings,” T'he Greek New Testament, Being the Text Translated 
in The New English Bible, 1981 (Oxford and Cambridge, 1964), p. 433. 

+ Rpigraphie proof is now available to show that Derbe was situated 
at Kerti Hiyitk, about 60 miles from Lystra, Whether it was within or 
outside the Province of Galatia is an open question; see George Ogg, 
“Derbe,” New Testament Studies, x (1963), pp. 367-370. 

+ “The Thessalonian Aristarchus (also mentioned in 19.20 and 27.2) 
aand the otherwise unknown Seemudhs constitute the first pair; the 
Lyeaonian Gaius from Derbe and Timothy (from [the neighboring) 
Lystra, 16.1; since he is well known to the reader he is not further identified), 
form the steond pair; and the Asians, ‘Tychicus and ‘Trophimus, the 
third pair?” (Ernst Hacnchen, Die Aposelgeschiche, Ste Aufl. (Gottingen, 
19661, p. 515} ef. also pp. 494). 
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the reading προσελθόντες agrees better with the situation 
‘envisaged by the author of 1 Tim 1.3 (cf. also 1 Tim 3.14; 4.13). 


20.8 λαμπάδες 


Zuntz’ argues for the originality of the Bezan reading 
ὑπολαμπάδες, an exceedingly rare word apparently meaning 
“(amall) windows,” or “look-out holes.”* 


20.12 


Instead of ἤγαγον δὲ τὸν παῖδα ζῶντα De reads ἀσπαζο- 
μένων αὐτῶν ἤγαγεν τὸν νεανίσκον ζῶντα (“And as they 
were saying farewell, he [Paul] brought the young man alive”). 
In the interest of making a smoother sequence of events, 
‘A. C. Clark? transposes (without support from any manu- 
script) the clauses ἤγαγεν τὸν νεανίσκον ζῶντα, καὶ mape- 
κλήθησαν οὐ μετρίως to the close of ver. 10, reading Bezae’s 
ἀσπαζομένων δὲ αὐτῶν as ver. 12. 


20.13 ἡμεῖς 

‘The Armenian catena, which rests upon the Old Syriac text, 
expands the “we” into “I, Luke, and those who with me 
went on board,” a reading which Rendel Harris’ argued was 
the original Western reading of this verse. 


30.183 προελθόντες . . . πλοῖον [C} 


The reading προελθόντες, which has good support, scems 
to fit the context best, Palueographically the forms mpo- and 


+ Gnomon, xxx (1958), p. 26. 

Seo Harold Smith in Ezpository Times, xvi (1905), p. 478; Moulton- 
Howard, Grammar, τι, p. 328; and Moulton-Milligan, Vooabulary, 5. 

τ The Acts of the Apostles (Oxford, 1983), p. Iii. 

* Sce F. C. Conybeare in J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts, pp. 442 1. 

ὁ The British Priend, April, 1913, quoted in Expository Times, xxtv 
(4912-13), p. 580. 











478, ‘A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


προσ- are easily interchangeable. Moreover, προσελθόντες 
and, especially, κατελθόντες appear to be scribal improvements 
introduced in order to connect the verb more closely with 
the ship. 





20,13-14 "Ασσον 


Instead of Ἄσσον, in ver. 13 p® L P 237 614 2401 2412 αἱ 
syr®-" cop™ and in yer, 14 P 614 1799 2401 2412 αἱ syr?" cop* 
read Θάσσον (or Θάσον). Thasos, which is an island cast of 
Amphipolis, is an impossible reading in the context; how it 
arose in such diverse witnesses is a puazle." 


20.15 τῇ δέ (2) [ΟἹ 


The information contained in the longer text is, as Ramsay 
points out, “in itself highly probable, for the promontory of 
‘Trogylliun or ‘Trogylia projects far out between Samos and 
Miletus, and the little coasting vessel would naturally touch 
there, perhaps becalmed, or for some other reason.’ Whether 
the words were present originally and later accidentally fell 
out of some texts (or were stricken out deliberately in the 
interests of the rhythm of the sentence, as Weiss supposed), 
or whether they were inserted by the Western reviser who 
thought that the run from Samos to Miletus was too long, 
it is difficult to decide. Chiefly because of superior external 
attestation, a majority of the Committee preferred the shorter 
text. 





20.18 


In this verse codex Bezae makes a number of characteristic 
additions. After the opening words, “And when they [the 





™ Seo Ropes, ad loc. and p. eexxxv, note 1, and Edgar R. Smothers, 
“A Problem of Text in Saint John Chrysostom,” Recherches de science 
relipieuse, xxxrx (1951-52), pp, 416-427. 

8 W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Empire, p. 155. 
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Bphesian elders) came to him,” the Western reviser added the 
superfiuous ὁμόσε ὄντων αὐτῶν (“while they were together”). 
It is easy to understand why ἀδελφοί was inserted after 
ἐπίστασθε. After ᾿Ασίαν D reads ὡς τριετίαν ἢ καὶ πλεῖον 
ποταπῶς μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν ἦν [? ἤμην! παντὸς χρόνου (“for about 
three years or even more ...”); the addition may be derived 
from ver. 31. 


20.21 εἰς τὸν κύριον ἡμῶν ᾿]ησοῦν {B} 

‘There is no good reason why Χριστόν should have been 
omitted if it were present originally, whereas seribal expan- 
sion of the names of the Lord is of frequent occurrence. 


20.24 


Instead of the awkward, yet idiomatic, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδενὸς λόγου 
ποιοῦμαι τὴν ψυχὴν τιμίαν ἐμαυτῷ (p" Ν᾿" BC Dt cop" al), 
the Western text (in D) expands to ἀλλ᾽ οὐδενὸς λόγον ἔχω 
μοι οὐδὲ ποιοῦμαι τὴν ψυχήν μου τιμίαν ἐμαυτοῦ [perhaps for 
ἐμαυτῷ! (“But I make no reckoning of anything for myself 
nor do I account my life as precious {to me}”). The Textus 
Receptus, following EH L P and most minuscules, combines 
clements of the Alexandrian and Western texts, reading ἀλλ 
οὐδενὸς λόγον ποιοῦμαι οὐδὲ ἔχω τὴν ψυχὴν μου: τιμίαν 
ἐμαυτῷ. 
λίαν διοαμαρτυραίίθαι, the. Ὑγραίοτα, μοὶ ὧδ its ve cope 
Lucifer Ephraem) expands by adding ‘lovdators καὶ Ἕλλησιν. 
from ver. 21. 


20.25 τὴν βασιλείαν 

After τὴν βασιλείαν 1) and τορ" add τοῦ Ἰησοῦ; it* and 
Lucifer add τὸῦ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ; and EH L P most minuscules 
‘vg syr? al (followed by the Textus Receptus) add τοῦ θεοῦ. 
The text is adequately supported by p* 8* A B C 33 36* 307 
431 al. 
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20.28 θεοῦ [ΟἹ 


‘The external evidence is singularly balanced between “church 
of God” and “church of the Lord” (the reading “church of the 
Lord and God” is obviously conilate, and therefore secondary— 
as are also the ther variant readings). Palaeographically the 
difference concerns cnly a single letter: @y and xy. In deciding 
between the two readings one must take into account internal 
prekakilities. 

‘The expression ἐκκλησία κυρίου occurs seven times in the 
Septuagint but newhere in the New ‘Testament. On the other 
hand, ἐκκλησία τοῦ δεοῦ appears with moderate frequency 
(eleven times) in the Epistles traditionally ascribed to Paul, 
but nowhere else in the New ‘Testament. (The phrase αἱ 
ἐκκλησίαι πᾶσαι τοῦ Χριστοῦ occurs once in Ro 16.16.) It is 
possitle, therefere, that ὦ scribe, finding θεοῦ in his exemplar, 
was influenced by Old Testament passages and altered it to 
κυρίου. On the otker hand, it is also possible that a seribe, 
influenced by Pauline usage, changed κυρίου of his exemplar 
to θεοῦ. 

In support of the originality of κυρίου is the argument (urged 
by ἃ number of scholars!) that copyists were likely to sub- 
stitute the more commen phrase ἡ ἐκκλησία τοῦ θεοῦ for the 
more rare phrase ἡ ἐκκλησία τοῦ κυρίου. 

On the other hand, it is undeniable that θεοῦ is the more 
difficult reading. The following clause speaks of the church 
“which he obtained διὰ τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ ἰδίου." If this is taken 
in its usual sense (“with his own blood”), a copyist might well 





Eg, 8. P. ‘Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Test of the Greck 
New Testament (London, 1854), pp. 283 .; Ezra Abbot, “On the Reading 
“Church of Cod,” Acts xx.28," Bibliotheca Sacra, xxxiii (1876), pp. 813-852 
(reprinted in Abbot's The Authorship of the Fourth Gospel and other Critical 
Essays (Boston, 1888], pp. 315 ff.); F. W, Farrar, “A Few Various Readings 
in the New Testament,” Expositor, 1x (1879), pp. 378 Β.; J. HL. Ropes, 
‘The Tect of Acts, pp. 198 f.; anda majority of the NEB translators, accord- 
ing to R. V. G. Tasker, ed., The Greek New Testament (1964), p. 433. 
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raise the question, Does God have blood?, and thus be led to 
change θεοῦ to κυρίου. If, however, κυρίου were the original 
reading, there is nothing unusual in the phrase to catch the 
mind of the scribe and threw it off its balance. This and other 
considerations led the Committee (as well as a variety of other 
scholars’) to regard ϑεοῦ as the original reading, 

Instead of the usual meaning of διὰ τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ ἰδίου, 
it is possible that the writer of Acts intended his readers to 
understand the expression to mean “with the blood of his 
Own.” (It is not necessary to suppose, with Hort, that υἱοῦ 
may have dropped out after τοῦ ἐδίου, though palaeographically 
such an omission would have been easy.) This absolute use of 
ὁ ἴδιος is found in Greek papyri as a term of endearment 
referring to near relatives." It is possible, therefore, that “his 
‘Own’ (6 ἴδιος) was a title which early Christians gave to Jesus, 
comparable to “the Beloved” (ὁ ἀγαπητός); compare Ro 8.32, 
where Paul refers to God “who did not spare τοῦ ἰδίου υἱοῦ" 
in a context that clearly alludes to Gn 22.16, where the 
Septuagint has τοῦ ἀγαπητοῦ υἱοῦ. 

Without committing itself concerning what some have 
thought to be a slight probability that τοῦ ἰδίου is used here 
as the equivalent of τοῦ ἰδίου υἱοῦ, the Committee judged that 
the reading θεοῦ was more likely to have been altered to 
κυρίου than viee versa. 


“E.g, Henry Alford, The Greck Testament, new ed., 1 (Boston, 
1881), pp. 2306; IR. J. Knowling, The Bxpositor's Greek Teslament, τὶ 
(London, 1900), p. 434; B. Jacquier, Les Actes des Apéires (Paris, 1926), 
p. 615; K. Lake and Η. J. Cadbury, The Beginnings of Christianity, αν 
(1933), p. 261; Charles F. De Vino, “The ‘Blood of God” in Acts 20:28,” 
Catholic: Biblical Quarterly, τκ (1947), pp. 381 ff.; F. F. Bruce, The Acts 
of the Apostles (London, 1951), p. 381; Ὁ, 8. C. Williams, A Commentary 
‘on the Acts of the Apostles (New York, 1957), p. 284) E. Haenchen, Die 
Apostelgeschichte, Ste Aufl. (Gottingen, 1965), p. 522. 

James Hope Moulton, Prolegomena, p. 90; and Moulton and Milligan, 
Vocabulary, 2. 
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20.28 αἵματος τοῦ ἰδίου [ΒΓ 


‘The reading ἰδίου αἵματος is supported by many of the 
Byzantine witnesses that read the conflation κυρίου καὶ θεοῦ 
in the preceding variant. It may well be, as Lake and Cadbury 
point out, that after the special meaning of ὁ ἴδιος (discussed 
in the previous comment) had dropped out of Christian usage, 
the τοῦ ἰδίου of this passage was misunderstood as a qualifica- 
tion of αἵματος (“his own blood”). “This misunderstanding led 
to two changes in the text: τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ ἰδίου was changed 
to τοῦ ἰδίου αἵματος (influenced by Heb. ix.12?), which is 
neater but perverts the sense, and θεοῦ was changed to κυρίου 
by the Western revisers, who doubtless shrank from the implied 
phrase ‘the blood of God.’ ἢ 


20.82 θεῷ [8} 
The predominant weight of the witnesses supports θεῷ. 


21.1 Πάταρα {C} 

Although it is possible (as both Ropes and Clark argue) 
that καὶ Μύρα was accidentally dropped through homoeo- 
teleuton (warapaxaiuupa), a majority of the Committee 
regarded it as slightly more probable that the text has been 
assimilated cither to 27.5 (so Blass and Weiss) or to the narra- 
tive in the Acts of Paul and Thecla concerning Paul's residence 
in Myra 


21.8 ἤλθομεν [Δ] 


Before ἤλθομεν the Textus Receptus, following H L P 049 
056 0142 and most minuscules, inserts oi περὶ τὸν Παῦλον. 


% The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. rv, p. 261. 

‘For an account of Paul at Myra, see M. R. James, The Apocryphol 
New Testament (Oxford, 1924), pp. 281-284, or Wilhelm Schneemelcher, 
New Testament Apocrypha, Engl. trans. by R. Mel... Wilson, τ (Phile- 
delphia, 1964), pp. 363-367 
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‘The reason for the addition arises from the circumstance that 
an ecclesiastical lesson begins with ἐξελθόντες. For the same 
reason the Byzantine and Lectionary texts alter ἤλθομεν 
to ἦλθον. 


21.12-15 


In these verses one or another Western witness makes sundry 
small additions. In ver, 12 after οἱ ἐντόπιοι D and itt add 
τὸν Παῦλον; in ver. 13 De adds πρὸς ἡμᾶς before ὁ Παῦλος; 
after δεθῆναι D and Tertullian add βούλομαι; and after Ἰησοῦ 
Ὁ Ὁ ittlt syr® αἱ add Χριστοῦ; in ver. 14 after εἰπόντες D adds 
πρὸς ἀλλήλους; in ver, 15 D reads μετὰ δέ τινας ἡμέρας ἀποτα- 
ξάμενοι . . . (“And after some days we bade them farewell .. .”). 


21.18 τότε ἀπεκρίθη {B} 


The earliest reading appears to be τότε ἀπεκρίθη, which 
is supported by early and diversified witnesses (p" & A B vg 
syr?-*! cop™* arm geo), When the word τότε was taken 
with the preceding sentence, some copula (δέ or re) became 
necessary. In several of the later forms of text τότε is omitted 
altogether. 


21.16-17 


The {Western text of these verses expands what may be 
implied in the use of ἀνεβαίνομεν (ver. 15), namely that the 
journey from Caesarea to Jerusalem took two days, and that 
Paul and the Caesarean disciples rested the first night at the 
home of Mnason in a village en route to Jerusalem: “And these 
[the Caesarean disciples) brought us to those with whom we 
were to lodge; and when we arrived at a certain village, we stayed 
with Mnason of Cyprus, an early disciple. (17) And when we 
had departed thence we came...” (οὗτοι δὲ Hyayov ἡμᾶς πρὸς 
obs ξενισθῶμεν, καὶ παραγενόμενοι εἴς τινα κώμην ἐγενόμεθα 
παρὰ Μνάσωνί τινι Κυπρίῳ, μαθητῇ ἀρχαίῳ. (17) κακεῖθεν 
ἐξιόντες ἤλθομεν... ., D syr*™*), 
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21.20 ἐν τοῖς Ιουδαίοις [Β] 

‘The awkwardness of the Alexandrian form of the text was 
alleviated by the Antiochian revisers, who replaced ἐν τοῖς 
Ἰουδαίοις with Ἰουδαίων. The Western reading (ἐν τῇ 
Ιουδαίᾳ) is probably a paraphrase “caused by the tendeney 
to use Ἰουδαῖοι more and more exclusively in a religious 
sense” (Lake and Cadbury i loc.). The omission of the ex- 
pression in codex Sinaiticus appears to be accidental; its omission 
in several minuscules (3 4* 97 209) is probably to be ex- 
plained as the result of homoeoteleuton in the Byzantine text 
(Ἰουδαίων καὶ πεπιστευκότων). 


51.21 πάντας 

Ropes argues that the word πάντας, which is lacking in 
A Ῥ" (δὴ) 33 vg cop’ geo, “is so awkwardly placed that it is 
hard to belicve it original.” On the other hand, however, the 
argument that the word is awkwardly placed, if valid, is valid 
also against its having been introduced by eopyists. The 
shorter text appears to be the result of emendation, 








21.22 ἀκούσονται [6] 

‘The expanded form of text (which is to be translated either, 
“There must be a meeting of the whole church” or, less prob- 
ably, “A mob will congregate”) appears to be a Western 
addition that gained rather wide circulation, though it is not 
in the Harclean Syria 


21.23 ἐφ᾽ [Ὁ] 

The expression ἀφ᾽ ἑαυτῶν, which means “on their own 
initiative” (in contrast to Paul's intervention), makes the vow 
more impressive and seems to be an Alexandrian refinement. 





21.25 ἐπεστείλαμεν [ΟἹ 


On the basis of external evidence it is difficult τὸ decide 
between ἐπεστείλαμεν and ἀπεστείλαμεν, but it appears 
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that the latter, which is the more usual word, replaced the 
former, 


21.25 κρίναντες φυλάσσεσθαι αὐτούς {C} 


Although it can be argued that the words μηδὲν τοιοῦτον 
τηρεῖν αὐτοὺς εἰ μὴ (or ἀλλά) were deleted because no such 
clause is found in the Apostolic Decree (15.28), it is more likely 
that the reading is Western paraphrase of the intent of the 
Decree. It is perhaps significant that in the preceding clause 
the Western text (1) {πε cop") expands to read περὶ δὲ τῶν 
πεπιστευκότων ἐθνῶν, οὐδὲν ἔχουσι λέγειν πρὸς σέ, ἡμεῖς 
“γὰρ ἀπεστείλαμεν (“But as for the Gentiles who have be- 
lieved, they the Jewish Christians] have nothing to say 
against you, for we have sent’). 








21.25 τό τε εἰδωλόθυτον καὶ αἷμα καὶ πνικτὸν καὶ 
πορνείαν {C} 
See the comments on 15.20. 


21.31 


At the end of the verse the margin of the Harclean Syriac 
adds with asterisk the words, “See therefore that they do not 
make arf uprising,” which Hilgenfeld, Blass, and Clark render 
into Greek, ὅρα οὖν μὴ ποιῶνται ἐπανάστασιν (the word ἐπ- 
ἀνάστασις, however, does not occur in the New Testament). 


22.3 ζηλωτὴς ὑπάρχων τοῦ θεοῦ 


Instead of ζηλωτὴς ὑπάρχων τοῦ θεοῦ, Western witnesses 
offer ἃ variety of readings. The minuscule 614 and codex 
Toletanus of the Vulgate omit τοῦ θεοῦ, a reading which Blass 
regards as ofiginal. Instead of τοῦ θεοῦ, the Vulgate reads 
“(zealous of) the law’ (legis), and the margin of the Harclean 
Syriae reads with asterisk ‘(zealous of) my ancestral traditions” 
{representing τῶν πατρικῶν μου παραδόσεων, from Ga 1.14). 
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22.5. ὁ ἀρχιερεύς 
After ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς several Western witnesses (including 614 
and syr’ *i» *) add ‘Avaylas (compare 23.2). 


22.7 


Several Western witnesses expand the verse from parallel 
passages. After φωνῆς codex Gigas and the margin of the 
Harelean Syriac add “in the Hebrew language” (compare τῇ 
Ἑβραϊδι διαλέκτῳ, 26.14). The words τί με διώκεις; are 
followed in I 256 ite vg syr"™ by σκληρόν σοι πρὸς κέντρα 
λακτίζειν (from 26.14). 


22.9 ἐθεάσαντο [ΟἹ 


Although it is possible that the phrase καὶ ἔμφοβοι ἐγένοντο 
fell out of the text because of homoeoteleuton, a majority of 
the Committee was disposed to regard it as a natural expansion 
in Western and other witnesses, 


22.11 ὡς δὲ οὐκ ἐνέβλεπον 


Adopting an expansion in several Western witnesses (it? 
syr"™* cop® liphraem) A. C. Clark reads ὡς δὲ ἀνέστην, οὐκ 
ἐνέβλεπον (“And when I rose up, 1 could not see”). The 
reading of codex Vaticanus, οὐδὲν ἔβλεπον (“Ἱ saw nothing”), 
which is preferred by Haenchen, may have been introduced 
from 9.8. 





22.12 κατοικούντων ᾿Ιουδαίων {C} 


The difficulty of κατοικεῖν used absolutely in the shorter 
text probably led scribes to add an explanatory gloss, either 
ἐν Δαμάσκῳ in the later uncials and many minuscules or ἐκεῖ 
in ite and syr?, The omission of κατοικούντων in a few wit- 
nesses is probubly accidental, due to similar endings ίκα-: 
τοικούντων Ἰουδαίων). 
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22.13 εἰς αὐτόν [ΟἹ 

In order to coordinate the two instances of the verb 
ἀναβλέπειν, which means both “to look up” and “to recover 
sight,” several witnesses omit εἰς αὐτόν. 


22.26 ἑκατοντάρχης 


After ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ ἑκατοντάρχης the Western reviser, who 
left nothing to the imagination of the reader, added ὅτι 
Ῥωμαῖον ἑαυτὸν λέγει (“that he called himself a Roman”), 
ἃ reading preserved in D its yg? =, 


22.26 τί [8] 


The reading with ὅρα seems to have arisen in order to soften 
the abruptness of the text. 


22.29 


From ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ onward the text of codex Bexae is lacking, 
‘The Latin side ends in the middle of ver. 20. 

Once again the Western reviser leaves nothing to the 
imagination of the reader; at the close of the verse 614 1611 
syr® "> cop" add καὶ παραχρῆμα ἕλυσεν αὐτόν (“and at 
once he released him”), thereby rendering éhugey αὐτὸν καί 
in ver. 30 otiose.! 


23.9 

In order to balance the protasis (εἰ δὲ...) at the close of 
the verse, the Byzantine text (H 1, Ρ al, followed by the Textus 
Receptus) adds, perhaps from 5.39, μὴ θεομαχῶμεν (“Let us 
not fight against God”). 





δ In ver. 30 cop omits ἔλυσεν αὐτὸν καὶ. 
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28.12 συστροφὴν of ᾿Ιουδαῖοι [Β] 


‘The addition of τινες was made in order to provide better 
aceord with ver. 13. 


28.15 


At the beginning of the verse the Western text (it** syr®"* 
cop Lucifer) expands by reading (according to A. C. Clark's 
reconstruction) νῦν οὖν ἐρωτῶμεν ὑμᾶς ἵνα τοῦτο ἡμῖν ποι- 
fonre: συναγαγόντες τὸ συνέδριον ἐμφανίσατε τῷ χιλιάρχῳ 
(“Now therefore we ask you that you do this for us: Gather the 
Sanhedrin together and give notice to the tribune”). At the 
close of the verse the Western text (614 2147 it® syr'™*) adds 
ἐὰν δέῃ καὶ ἀποθανεῖν (“even though we must die too’). 


23.20 μέλλον [0] 


A majority of the Committee agreed with Ropes that μέλλων 
is a not unusual error of spelling, and took the singular number 
as indirect support for μέλλον. The reading μέλλοντες, which 
entered the Textus Receptus, is a correction to suit the parallel 
in ver. 15. The other readings, although yielding ® correct 
meaning, are secondary. 


23.23-24 


‘The Western text, reconstructed by A. C. Clark on the 
basis chiefly of 614 its vg™™ syr", reads as follows: 
νος Ἑτοιμάσατε στρατιώτας, ὅπως πορευθῶσιν ἕως Και- 
σαρείας, ἱππεῖς ἑκατὸν καὶ δεξιολάβους διακοσίους" καὶ 
ἀπὸ τρίτης ὥρας τῆς νυκτὸς κελεύει ἑτοίμους εἶναι πορεύ- 
εσθαι: (24) καὶ τοῖς ἑκατοντάρχοις παρήγγειλεν κτήνη 
παραστῆσαι, ἵνα ἐπιβιβάσαντες τὸν Παῦλον διὰ νυκτὸς 
διασώσωσιν εἰς Καισάρειαν πρὸς Φήλικα τὸν ἡγεμόνα 
ἐφοβήθη γὰρ μήποτε ἁρπάσαντες αὐτὸν οἱ ᾿Ιουδαῖοι ἀποκτέ- 
νωσι, καὶ αὐτὸς μεταξὺ ἔγκλησιν ἔχῃ ὡς ἀργύριον εἰληφώς 
(“... ‘Get ready soldiers to go to Caesarea, a hundred horsemen 
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and two hundred spearmen,’ and he commanded that they be 
realy to start αἱ the third hour of the night. (24) And he ordered 
the centurions to provide mcunts for Paul to ride, and bring 
him by night to Felix the governor; for he was afraid that the 
Jews would seize him {Paul} and kill him, and afterwards he 
would incur the accusation of having taken money” (i. ¢. to allow 
Paul to be lynched]). The purpose of the concluding clauses 
is to provide an explanation for the tribune’s action. 


23.28 κατήγαγον εἰς τὸ συνέδριον αὐτῶν [Ο] 

‘The omission in B* 81 is to be accounted for on the basis 
‘of homocoteleuton. In the view of a majority of the Com- 
mittee, it is more likely that copyists would have added the 
word αὐτόν than deleted it. 


23.29 


‘After αὐτῶν the Western text (614 2147 syr*™*) adds 
Μωῦσέως καὶ Ἰησοῦ τινος (“of Moses and a certain Jesus”), 
and after ἔγκλημα the same witnesses (with 10.) add ἐξήγα- 
“γον αὐτὸν μόλις τῇ βίᾳ (“I got him away with difficulty, by 
force” cf. 24.7)). 


23.30 ἔσεσθαι, ἐξαυτῆς {C} 

Of the six variant readings the only ones that have serious 
claim to be original are ἔσεσθαι, ἐξαυτῆς and ἔσεσθαι ἐξ 
αὐτῶν. The former was preferred by the Committee because, 
being the less usual expression, copyists were more likely to 
replace it with the latter than vice versa. The other readings 
are cither conflations or obvious expansions. 


28.30 σοῦ [0] 


‘The Textus Receptus, following 8 EY 056 0142 and many 
minascules, concludes the sentence with an appropriate epis- 
tolary close, ἔρρωσο. Other witnesses, influenced by 15.29, 
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add ἔρρωσθε. If either of these closing formulas had been 
present originally, it is difficult to account for its absence 
from pA B 33 its cop al (in 15.29 no known witness 
lacks ἔρρωσθε). 


23.34 


The Western text, which transforms the indirect discourse 
into direct, is reconstructed by A. C. Clark from 383 614 
its syr™™ cops, ἀναγνοὺς δὲ τὴν ἐπιστολὴν ἐπηρώτησεν" 
Ἔκ ποίας ἐπαρχίας εἶ; ἔφη, Κίλιξ' καὶ πυθόμενος ἔφη... 
(‘And when he had read the letter, he asked Paul, ‘From what 
province are you?” He said, ‘A Cilician,’ And when he under- 
stood this, he said. ..”), 


24.6-8 ἐκρατήσαμεν [Ὁ] 


In the opinion of some scholars (e. g. Blass, Clark, Lagrange, 
Lake and Cadbury), the Western reading, which passed into 
the Textus Receptus, is necessary to the sense of the verses, 
for the aorist ἐκρατήσαμεν scems to require some sequel. On 
the other hand, however, the abruptness of ἐκρατήσαμεν may 
have prompted a desire for addition and completeness, and it 
is diffieult to account for the omission of the disputed words 
if they were original. One of the effects of the addition is to 
change the reference of ob in ver. 8 from Paul to Lysias, but 
whether this is to be interpreted as favoring or opposing the 
addition is disputed. 

‘A majority of the Committee judged that, all things con- 
sidered, the passage should not be admitted into the text. 





24.10 ᾿Απεκρίθη 


On the basis of a curious Western expansion in the margin 
of the Iarelean Syriac, A. C, Clark reconstructed the following 
Greek text: ἀπεκρίθη δὲ 6 Παῦλος νεύσαντος αὐτῷ τοῦ ἡγεμό. 
νος ἀπολογίαν ἔχειν ὑπὲρ ἑαυτοῦ" ὁ δὲ σχῆμα ἔνθεον ἀναλαβὼν 


«λέγειν 
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ἔφην ον (“And when the governor had motioned for him to 
‘make a defense for himself, Paul answered; and having assumed 
ἃ godlike bearing, he said... .”). 





24.15 ἔσεσθαι {A} 


In view of the reference to the resurrection (ἀνάστασιν), the 
later manuscripts, followed by the Textus Receptus, add the 
natural supplement νεκρῶν. 


34.20 εὗρον ἀδίκημα [Β] 

‘This is another case where the later manuscripts, followed 
by the Textus Receptus, incorporate natural addition, which 
rounds out the phrase and makes it more explicit. 


24.24 ᾿Ιουδαίᾳ 


After Ἰουδαίᾳ the margin of the Harcelan Syriae preserves 
an extended gloss, which A. C, Clark renders into the following 
Greek: ἥτις ἠρώτησεν ἰδεῖν τὸν Παῦλον καὶ ἀκοῦσαι τὸν 
λόγον. Θέλων οὖν χαρίζεσθαι (“Felix came with his wife 
Drusilla, who was a Jewess, who asked to see Paul and hear 
the worg. Wishing therefore to satisfy her, he summoned Paul”) 

Ropes observes (ad loe.), “the purpose of the expansion is to 
justify the mention of Drusilla by ascribing to her a part in 
‘the action.” 





24.24 Χριστὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν [0] 

Acknowledging the difficulty of making a firm decision, the 
Committee judged that the weight of the external evidence 
tends to support the longer reading. 





1The Syriac reads gio] LoS Noa gt Loa yo. For a similar gloss 
in the margin of the Harelean Syriac, ef. 26.1 
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24.26 Παύλου 


After Παύλου the later manuseripts (H L P al, followed by 
the Textus Receptus), unwilling to leave anything to the 
reader's imagination, add ὅπως λύσῃ αὐτόν (“that he should 
release him”), 


24.27 Φῆστον 


Corresponding to the paraphrase in ver. 24, after Φῆστον 
the Western text (614 2147 syr*™*) substitutes for 270 θέλων. 
τοις δεδεμένον the statement τὸν δὲ Παῦλον εἴασεν ἐν τηρήσει 
διὰ Δρούσιλλαν (“but Paul he kept in prison on account of 
Drusilla’). 


25.13 ἀσπασάμενοι [8] 


Although at one time seholars (including Hort and Blass) 
suspected the presence of some primitive error, grammarians 
are more inclined today to allow that, on occasion, the aorist 
participle may denote, if not indeed future action, at least 
coincident action,’ In any ease, the external evidence sup- 
porting ἀσπασάμενοι is overwhelming, and the reading repre- 
sents the earliest attainable text of the passage. 


26.17 [αὐτῶν] ἐνθάδε 


On the basis of diversity of external evidence a majority of 
the Committee preferred the reading αὐτῶν ἐνθάδε (p* 8 A 


‘Vor discussions of the grammatical usage, see Ὁ. B. Williams, The 
Participle in the Book of Aets (Chicago, 1909), p. 
“On the Use of the Aorist Participle in Some Hellenistic Writers, 
of Theological Studies, xxtv (1922-23), pp. 183-187; W. FP. Howard, “On 
the Futuristic Use of the Aorist Participtein Hellenistic.” ibid., pp. 403-408; 
ALT. Robertson, " 
xxv (1923-24), pp. 286-289; C. R. Harding, Transactions and Proceedings 
of the American Philological Association, wn (1926), p. xxxix; C.F. D. 
Moule, Idiom Book of New Testament Greek, p. 100; Blass-Debrunner- 
Funk, § 839, 1; and Turner, Synéaz, p. 80. 
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15 Ἢ 1, PY and most minuscules). Nevertheless, in view of 
the combined weight of the other readings (ἐνθάδε, witnessed 
by B 0142 5 42 51 97 181 209* 234 453, and ἐνθάδε αὐτῶν, 
witnessed by C 36 180 1518 2495), it was considered advisable 
to enclose αὐτῶν within square brackets. 


[The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
that supported by B, for αὐτῶν is clearly an amelioration of a 
grammatical difficulty, having been added at different places 
by different copyists. (For other instances in Luke-Aets where 
the subject of a genitive absolute is understood from the 
context, see Lk 12.36; Ac 21.31.) B.M.M.] 


25.18 πονηρῶν {C} 

Although πονηρῶν (or πονηρά or πονηράν) has the appear- 
‘ance of being a gloss added at various places to explain ὧν or 
αἰτίαν, a majority of the Committee was impressed by the 
weight. of the witnesses that support πονηρῶν, and explained 
its omission in the later witnesses as due to copyists who wished 
to make a smoother text. 


25.21 

On the basis of the testimony of ite” A, C. Clark recon- 
structed the following Greek text: τότε ὁ Παῦλος ἐπεκαλέσατο 
Καίσαρα καὶ ἡτήσατο τηρηθῆναι αὐτὸν εἰς τὴν τοῦ Σεβαστοῦ 
διάγνωσιν, ἐπειδή τε αὑτὸν οὐκ ἐδυνάμην κρῖναι, ἐκέλευσα. 
(“Then Paul appealed to Caesar and asked that he be kept 
in custody for the decision of the emperor, and since 1 was not 
able to judge him, 1 commanded . . .”). 





25.23 


Near the ‘lose of the verse the margin of the Harclean 
Syriac reads, “who had come down from the province,” a 
reading which probably represents the Greck τοῖς κατεβε- 
βηκόσιν ἀπὸ τῆς éxapxetas. It is doubtful whether this Western 
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reading is intended to take the place of τοῖς κατ᾽ ἐξοχὴν τῆς 
πόλεως (80 Ropes), or is to be subjoined after πόλεως, with 
καὶ supplied (so Blass and A. C. Clark), 


25.24-26 ἐνθάδε 


Alter ἐνθάδε the Western text, preserved in the margin of 
the Harclean Syriac, and partially supported by a few other 
witnesses, adds the following, as reconstructed by A. C. Clark: 
ὅπως παραδῶ αὐτὸν εἰς βάσανον ἀναπολόγητον᾽ (25) οὐκ 
ἠδυνήθην δὲ παραδοῦναι αὐτόν, διὰ τὰς ἐντολὰς ἃς ἔχομεν 
παρὰ τοῦ Σεβαστοῦ. ἐὰν δὲ τις αὐτοῦ κατηγορεῖν θέλῃ, 
ἔλεγον ἀκολουθεῖν μοι εἰς Καισάρειαν οὗ ἐφυλάσσετο. 
οἴτενες ἐλθόντες ἐβόων ἵνα ἀρθῇ ἐκ τῆς ζωῆς. ἀκούσας δὲ 
ἀμφοτέρων κατελαβόμην ἐν μηδενὶ αὐτὸν ἔνοχον εἶναι 
θανάτου" εἰπόντος δέ μου, Θέλεις κρίνεσθαι μετ᾽ αὐτῶν ἐν 
Ἱεροσολύμοις; Καίσαρα ἐπεκαλέσατο: (26) περὶ od . .. (“that 
1 should hand him over to them for punishment without any 
defense, (25) But 1 could not hand him over because of the orders 
that we have from the Emperor. But if anyone was going to accuse 
him, I said that he should follow me to Caesarea, where he (Paul) 
was being held in custody. And when they came, they cried out 
that he should be put to death. But when I heard both sides of 
the case, I found that he was in no respect guilty of death. 
But when I said, ‘Are you willing to be judged before them in 
Jerusalem? he appealed to Caesar. (26) ...”). 





26.1 


The text of the Western reviser, preserved in the margin 
of the Harclean Syriac,’ adds the words, “conjident, and en- 
couraged by the Holy Spirit, Paul stretched out his hand . 

a reading which A. C. Clark reconstructed in Greek, θαρρῶν 
καὶ ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ παράκλησιν λαβών. 








For a similar gloss in the margin of the Harclean 





Syriac, cf. 24.10. 
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26.4 [οἱ] ᾿Ιουδαῖοι. 

Instead οἵ Ἰουδαῖοι (p Β C* Ε Ψ 3 33 81 200 284 241 
242 489 611 618 642 945 1642 1704 1739 1875 1884 1891 2495), 
οἱ ᾿Ιουδαῖοι is read by the Textus Receptus, following 8 A 
C? P and most minuscules. A majority of the Committee 
thought it best to represent the evidence for both readings by 
including οἱ in the text but enclosing it within square brackets, 


[Since πάντες normally takes the definite article, it is more 
likely that of would have been added than omitted (note the 
evidence of codex Ephraemi); therefore the shorter reading, 
is to be preferred. B.M.M.] 


26.14 γῆν 

After εἰς τὴν γῆν the Western text (614 1611 2147 itt 
syr#) adds διὰ τὸν φόβον ἐγὼ μόνος (“when we had all fallen 
to the ground on account of fear, only I heard .  .”). 


26.15 ᾿Ιησοῦς 


After Ἰησοῦς the Western text (181 614 itt vg syren* 
with *) adds ὁ Ναζωραῖος (from 22.8). 


26.16 [με] (ΟἹ 

In order to represent. the balance between external evidence 
and transcriptional probability, a majority of the Committee 
preferred to include ye in the text, but to enclose ἦν within 
square brackets. 


26.20 

Although the text of 5" 8 AB vg™, which was adopted 
by the Committee, is hardly tolerable as Greek, at the same 
time the addition of εἰς before πᾶσαν in the Byzantine text 
(@H L P and apparently all minuscules) has every appearance 
of being a scribal alleviation of the solecism. Blass emended 
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the passage to read εἰς πᾶσάν τε χώραν Ἰουδαίοις καὶ τοῖς 
ἔθνεσιν (“in every land to both Jews and Gentiles”), 


26.28 ποιῆσαι [Β] 


‘The ἀἰβίου!εν of capturing the nuances intended in this 
verse is notorious, Without entering into the lexical problems 
(e.g. docs ἐν ὀλέγῳ mean “in a short time” or “with little 
effort”?), from the standpoint of textual criticism the reading 
that is supported by p""* & B 33 81 syr*"£ cop al seems to 
account best for the other readings, which appear to be 
attempts at smoothing the meaning. Thus, instead of πείθεις 
codex Alexandrinus reads πείθῃ (“you trust lor, think] that you 
can make me a Christian”), which is adopted by Lachmann, 
Alford, A. C. Clark, though the verb seems to have been 
suggested by πείθομαι of ver. 26. The reading γενέσθαι of 
the Byzantine text (Ε ΡΨ 049 most minuscules, followed by 
the Textus Receptus) appears to have come from the following 
verse. Hort, who suspected some primitive corruption in the 
text, suggested that possibly πέποιθας should be read for 
με πείθεις. 





27.1-2 


A. C. Clark’s reconstruction of the Western text (represented 
in part by 97 421 syr® and fairly completely by syr***) reads 
as follows: Οὕτως οὖν ἔκρινεν ὁ ἡγεμὼν ἀναπέμπεσθαι αὐτὸν 
Καίσαρι. καὶ τῇ ἐπαύριον προσκαλεσάμενος ἑκατοντάρχην 
τινὰ ὀνόματι Ἰούλιον, σπείρης Σεβαστῆς, παρεδίδου αὐτῷ 
τὸν Παῦλον σὺν ἑτέροις δεσμώταις. (2) ἀρξάμενοι δὲ τοῦ 
ἀποπλεῖν εἰς τὴν Ἰταλίαν ἐπέβημεν πλοίῳ... (“So then 
the governor decided to send him to Caesar; and the next day he 
called αὶ conturion named Julius of the Augustan Cohort, and 
@elivered to him Paul with the other prisoners. (2) And begin- 
ning to sail for Italy we embarked ins ship ...”). According 
to Ropes the origin of the Western paraphrase is to be ac- 
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counted for as an attempt to relieve the abruptness of the 
‘Alexandrian text. At the close of ver. 2 several witnesses (614 
1518 syr*) add “and Secundus” (θεσσαλονικέων δὲ ᾿Αρίστ- 
ἄρχος καὶ Σεκοῦνδος), who in 20.4 is mentioned along with 
‘Aristarchus as a fellow Thessalonian and travel companion, 





27.5 κατήλθομεν {B} 

The Western text (preserved in 614 1518 2138 it vg™ 
ayr* vitt +) prefixes δι’ ἡμερῶν δεκάπεντε (“For fifteen days”). 
Ropes, followed by Lake and Cadbury, accepts the longer 
reading as original, explaining the omission of the words from 
the Alexandrian text as due to an accident, the seribe’s eye 
wandering from AiaTAeycantec to the following words 
λιημερωνλεκάπεντε. On the other hand, however, neither 
the general character of the witnesses that include the longer 
reading, nor the variation of location where it appears in the 
text, inspires confidence in its originality. 


27.14 Εὐρακύλων {BY 

‘The earliest reading, attested by Alexandrian and Western 
witnesses, appears to be Εὐρακύλων, a hybrid compound of 
Εὖρος, the east wind, and Latin Aguila, the north wind. The 
‘ich does not occur elsewhere, obviously gave trouble 
ts, who introduced a wide variety of emendations. 





27.15 ἐπιδόντες 

After ἐπιδόντες the Western text (preserved in 82 614 1518 
2125 syr* *# + Cassiodorus Bede) adds τῷ πνέοντι (614 and 
1518 have πλέοντι by error) καὶ ovoreidavres τὰ ἱστία 
(“when thei ship was caught and could not face the wind, we 
gave way to [the wind] which was blowing, and having furled 
the sails we were driven’ (syr* continues, “as chance would 
have it”)). 
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27.16 Καῦδα {B} 


According to Blass the true form of the word is Καῦδος or 
Ραῦδος, but it was frequently spelled with Δ. Haenchen, 
following Lake and Cadbury, thinks that Κλαῦδα is the Alex. 
andrian and Καῦδα the Latin form of the name. The form 
without ) was taken over into modern Greek Γαυδονῇσι (the 
island [νῆσος] of Gaudos). The reading of the Textus Receptus 
Κλαύδην, following H 1, P and most minuscules, betrays an 
editorial hand that corrected the grammar to the accusative. 


27.19 ἔρριψαν 


Once again the Western text (614 its«+ Saal clad 
cop) emphasizes the obvious by adding after ἔρριψαν the 
words els τὴν θάλασσαν. 





27.27 προσάγειν {Dj 


‘The reading of B* προσαχεῖν is ἃ Dorie form (unattested 
elsewhere) for the more usual Attic προσηχεῖν, “to resound.” 
Moulton-Howard regard it as a “very attractive reading,” 
and suggest that it was “a term used by sailors from Crete, 
Cyprus, Lesbos, Corinth, or some other maritime country 
outside the Ionic-Attic area,” and later used more generally as a 
technical term (Grammar, 11, p. 71). 

On the other hand, the harshness of προσάγειν in the con- 
text (literally, land “was approaching” them) may have been 
the occasion for the rise of other readings. 





27.29-30 


At the close of ver. 29 several Western witnesses (its 
ve) add ut sciremus an salvi esse possimus (possemus vg") 
(“that we might know whether we could be saved”), a clause 


Ὁ ΟἿ also J. Rendel Harris, “Clauda or Cauda?” Expository Times, x1 
(2909-10), pp. 17-19. 
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which Blass, following Hilgenfeld, reconstructs in Greek, τοῦ 
εἰδέναι εἰ σωθῆναι δυνάμεθα. At the close of ver. 30 the same 
authorities add ul tutius navis starel (‘‘s0 that the ship might 
tide more safely”), a clause which A. C. Clark, following the 
Greek reconstruction of Hilgenfeld and Blass, introduces into 
his text, τοῦ ἀσφαλέστερον τὸ πλοῖον ἑστάναι. 


831.34 ὑμετέρας [ΒῚ 
It appears that ἡμετέρας is an itacism for ὑμετέρας. 


27.84 ὑπάρχει 

On the strength of iv* Blass and A, C. Clark add after 
ὑπάρχει the words ἐλπίζω γὰρ ἐν τῷ θεῷ μου ὅτι (“it will 
give you strength; for I hope i my God that not a hair will 
perish from the head of any of you"). 


27.35 ἐσθίειν 


After ἐσθίειν the Western text (614 1611 2147 cop" syr" 
σιῶν ἢ. adds ἐπιδοὺς καὶ ἡμῖν (“having given also to us”). 
If one inquires who, in the mind of the Western reviser, is 
comprehended by ἡμῖν, it is not enough to suggest (as Ramsay’ 
and, apparent Bruce* do) Luke and Aristarehus, for, ac- 
cording to the Wester text of ver. 2, Secundus should also 
be included. 





27.87 διακόσιαι ἑβδομήκοντα ἕξ [ΒῚ 


The reading in B and cop** (“about seventy-six") probably 
arose by taking MAoIwCOg as πλοιωώςος." In any case, 
ὡς with an exact statement of number is inappropriate (despite 


=F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the A postles (London, 1951), p. 465. 

3 Tn Grok the letter sigma may stand for the numeral 200, and omicron 
for 70; the letter digamma (or stigoia) i δ. (See also footnote 4 on page 
258 above.) 
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Luke's penchant for qualifying numbers by using ὡς or ὡσεί, 
of. Lk 8.28; Ae 2.41; 4.4; 5.7, 36; 10.3; 13.18, 20; 19.7, 34), 
Other witnesses present a curious vacillation: codex Alex- 
andrinus reads 275; 69 and Ephraem read 270; occasional 
Coptic (Bohairic) manuscripts read por (= 176) or @og (= 876); 
22 and ἐδ read 76; and Epiphanius reads ὡς ἑβδομήκοντα. 











27.89 ἐξῶσαι [Β] 


‘The reading ἐκσῶσαι, “to bring the ship safe to shore,” 
apparently arose from an error in hearing; the verb ἐξῶσαι is 
regularly used of “driving μὲ ship] ashore.” 





27.41 ὑπὸ τῆς Blas [τῶν κυμάτων] {C} 


While it may be true, as Ropes points out, that “the curtness 
of ὑπὸ τῆς Blas led to various expansions,” it is also trae that 
the penchant of Alexandrian seribes for brevity of expression 
may account for the deletion οἱ τῶν κυμάτων, Faced with 
these conflicting possibilities, the Committee decided to retain 
the words τῶν κυμάτων but to enclose them within square 
brackets in order to indicate doubt that they belong in the 
text. The singular readings of 629 and of W are the result of 
seribal idiosynerasies, 








28.1 Μελίτη [ΒΓ 


The reading Μελιτήνη (B* al) probably arose through 
dittography of some of the letters in Μελίτη ἡ νῆσος in 
seriplio continua. The reading Μυτιλήνη, presupposed by 
several Latin witnesses, is a translational or transcriptional 
error, occasioned perhaps by the recollection of 20.14 (where 
the alternative spelling Μιτυλήνη occurs). 


28.13 περιελόντες [D} 


Although it is possible that the reading περιελόντες is 
simply a seribal mistake (@ having fallen out before 0), a 
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majority of the Committee preferred to follow 8* BW cop, 
taking the word to be a technical nautical term of uncertain 
meaning (it may be a shorter expression for τὰς ἀγκύρας 
περιελόντες, as in 27.40, “weighing (anchor),”’ “casting loose”)? 
‘The difficulty of the term would have given rise to the variant 
readings, περιελθόντες, προσελθόντες, and προελθόντες. 


28.14 ἐπιμεῖναι [0] 

The difficulty presented by the reading παρεκλήθημεν παρ᾽ 
αὐτοῖς ἐπιμεῖναι ἡμέρας ἑπτά (“we were invited to stay with 
them for seven days”), in which the prisoners are invited as 
though they were free men, is somewhat alleviated in the 
readings which replace the infinitive with a participle (ἐπιμεί- 
vavres or welyarres), thus permitting the meaning, “we were 
comforted (or consoled, or encouraged), staying with them 
for seven days.” 


28.16 ἐπετράπη τῷ Παύλῳ [Β] 

The Western text expands ἐπετράπη τῷ Παύλῳ into ὁ 
ἑκατόνταρχος παρέδωκε τοὺς δεσμίους τῷ στρατοπεδάρχῳ, 
τῷ δὲ Παύλῳ ἐπετράπη (“16 centurion delivered the prisoners 
to the stratopedarch [captain of the guard); but Paul was 
allowed ...”). The expansion passed into the Byzantine text 
and lies behind the AV. 

After καθ᾽ ἑαυτόν the Western text (614 1611 2147 ites» 
vee" syr* + Ambrosiaster) adds tw τῆς παρεμβολῆς 
(“outside the barracks”). 


28.18 ofrwes 


After οἵτινες the Western text (614 2147 syr* =! *) adds 
πολλά (“when they had examined me concerning many things 
{or, after a long examination}"). 


2 See also Westoott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 226. 
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28.19 τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων 


Once again the Western text (represented by 614 εγτὸ ταν σ᾿ 
and other witnesses) expands the text, adding after τῶν 
᾿Ιουδαίων the words καὶ ἐπικραζόντων, Alpe τὸν ἐχθρὸν ἡμῶν 
(“and crying out, ‘Away with our enemy!’”). At the close of 
the verse the same authorities, joined by other minuscules 
and itt? yg, continue with the clause ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα λυτρώσω- 
μαι τὴν ψυχήν μου ἐκ θανάτου (“but that I might deliver my 
soul from death”), 


28.25 ὑμῶν (By 


External attestation (p* 8 A B W 88 81 1739 ite cop 
geo al) as well as internal considerations (the tone and con- 
tents of the speech, conveying censure and rejection) led the 
Committee to prefer the second person pronoun. 


28.29 omit verse [Β] 


The Western expansion (represented by 383 614 itt γοῦν 
syt* *" +) was adopted by the Byzantine text and lies behind 
the AV rendering, “And when he had said these words, the 
Jews departed, and had great reasoning among themselves,” 
‘The addition was probably made because of the abrupt transi- 
tion from ver. 28 to ver. 30. 


28.30-31 


In order to explain πάντας the Western reviser added at the 
close of ver. 30 the words ᾿Ιουδαίους τε καὶ Ἕλληνας (614 
1518 its" syr' "+ Ephraem); Clark also supplies (on the 
basis of itt'e*) καὶ διελέγετο πρὸς before the inserted words 
just mentioned (“and he was arguing with both Jews and 
Greoks”). 

In ver. 31 on the strength of the reading of it> (adfirmans 
et dicens), Clark introduces διϊσχυριζόμενος before καὶ διδά-. 
σκὼν (“maintaining firmly and teaching”). The verb διϊσχυρί- 
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ζεσθαι occurs elsewhere in the New Testament only in Luke- 
‘Acts (Lk 22.59; Ac 12.15; and 15.2 D). 

‘The artistic literary cadence of the concluding phrase of 
the book of Acts and the powerful note of triumph expressed 
by ἀκωλύτως are greatly weakened by the pious Wester 
addition after ἀκωλύτως, found with variations* in it? ve! 
sym Ephraem (as reconstructed by Clark): ὅτι οὗτός ἐστιν 
Ἰησοῦς ὁ vids τοῦ θεοῦ, δι᾿ οὗ μέλλει ὅλος ὁ κόσμος κρίνεσθαι 
(“{saying] that this is Jesus the Son of God, through whom the 
whole world is to be judged”). 














+ Sco Donatien De Bruyne, “Le dernier vereet des Actes, une variante 
inconnue,” Revue Bénédictine, xxiv (1907), pp. 403f., who draws atten- 
tion to ® quotation in Liber de divinis scripturis (ed. Weirich), chap, 2, 
Quibus praedicabat Paulus dicens: hic. est Tesus Christun filins dei viri, 
per quem iudieabitur omnis orbs terrarum (“ΤῸ whom Paul ws p , 
i “This is Jesus Christ the son of the living God, through whom the 


whole world will be judged’) 














THE LETTER OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS 


1.17 ἐν Ρώμῃ (B} 


A majority of the Committee interpreted the absence of 
the words ἐν Ῥώμῃ in several witnesses (G 1739" 1908" 
ite Origen) either as the result of an accident in transcription, 
or, more probably, as a deliberate excision, made in order to 
chow that the letter is of general, not local, application, 
Whether the omission of the designation is also connected with 
the circulation of an alternative (shorter or longer) form of 
the letter (see the comments on 14.23) is an open question, 


1.7 ἀγαπητοῖς θεοῦ {B} 


In view of the early and decisive support for the read- 
ing ἀγαπητοῖς θεοῦ (p* NA Β Ὁ Ψ 81 1739 vg syrhmeut 
cop arm Origent** al), the variant ἐν ἀγάπῃ θεοῦ (Ὁ 
ἀμ πα al) was judged by a majority of the Committee to be 
clearly secondary, Its origin may be connected with the omis- 
sion of ἐν Ῥώμῃ (see the comments on the previous variant), 
and the final syllable of ἀγαπητοῖς may have been taken to 
be a superfluous definite article. The omission of ἀγαπητοῖς 
θεοῦ in several witnesses (D*™" 1915) must be regarded as 
accidental. 





1.18 οὐ θέλω {A} 


‘The reading of D* G it** Ambrosiaster Pelagius, οὐκ 
οἴομαι (“I do not suppose”), was regarded as a seribal modifi- 
‘cation limited to Western witnesses; οὐκ οἵσμαι is still more 
limited (D*“D*™"). The reading οὐ θέλω, which is supported 
by the great mass of the manuscripts GR ABCD KP 
Ψ 88 614 1739 Bye it vg syr®* copr arm al), is not 
only in accord with Paul’s usage elsewhere (Ro 11.25, 1 Cor 
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10.1; 12.1; 2 Cor 1.8; 1 Th 4.13) but seems to be required in 
the context (where Paul gives information about his move- 
ments) 


1.15 τοῖς ἐν Ρώμῃ {B} 


Two witnesses (the bilingual G and the Latin translation of 
Origen) omit τοῖς ἐν Ῥώμῃ, either accidentally, or, more 
probably, deliberately (to make the letter of general epplica- 
tion). See the comments on ἐν Ῥώμῃ ut 1.7. 


116 πρῶτον 


__ The omission of πρῶτον (Β G ite cop™ Tertullian Ephraem) 
is perhaps due to Marcion, to whom the privilege of the Jews 
was unacceptable, All other witnesses inelude the word 


1.24 αὐτοῖς 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on αὐτοῖς. 


1.29 πονηρίᾳ πλεονεξίᾳ κακίᾳ [0] 


The Textus Reeeptus, following 1, Ψ 88 326 330 614 Byz 
Lect sy arin al, inserts πορνείᾳ (‘“fornication”) before πονηρίᾳ 
Although it could be argued that πορνείᾳ had fallen out acc 
dentally in transcription, it is more likely that the word is an 
intrusion into the text, either accidentally (when πονηριὰ 
was erroneously read as mopneia) or deliberately (when 
copyists, finding the word in some forms of the text (D* E 
G P ab), inserted it by conflation either before or after 
πονηρίᾳ). The fact, however, that Paul argues (verses 24-25) 
that such vices as listed here issue from the licentious practices 
of idolatry, makes it unlikely that he would have included 
πορνεία within the list itself, 
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2.2 δέ [8] 


Besides being somewhat more strongly supported (A B De 
81 326 614 1739), δὲ agrees better with the sense of the pas- 
sage than γάρ (® C 33 it vg). Scribes, however, reeollecting 
the frequency with which οἶδα is followed by Ὑάρ elsewhere 
(e.g. 7.14, 18; 8.22; 2 Cor 5.1; 9.2; Php 1.10), assumed that 
here the apostle was drawing ἃ consequence from what pre- 
cedes, rather than concluding a chain of reasoning, and so 
replaced δέ with yap. 





2.17 εἰ δέ 

The ‘Textus Receptus, following the later text (1)5 L most 
minuscules syr*), reads ἴδε (whence the AV rendering, “Be- 
hold”). This reading arose either as an itacism (ει and ¢ were 
pronounced alike) or as # deliberate amelioration of an otherwise 
extremely long and drawn out sentence (with the apodosis in 
yer, 21). In any case εἰ δέ is strongly supported by the best 
representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western types of 
text (8 A B D* K it? vg syr® cop arm eth). 


3.1 δέ [0] 

A majority of the Committee, feeling that, Paul’s argument 
requires a parallel between verses and 7, preferred the reading 
εἰ δὲ and regarded εἰ yap as ἃ rather inept scribal substitu- 
tion, perhaps of Western origin. 





8.9 προεχόμεθα; οὐ πάντως (B} 


‘The ambiguity of the meaning of προεχόμεθα (sce Bauer- 
Arndt-Gingrich, προέχω, § 2) led some copyists (D* GV 
104 al) to réplace it with the unambiguous προκατέχομεν. 

‘The unexpected sequence (hyperbaton) of ob πάντως (which 
ought to mean “not entirely,” but which in the context must 
mean “not at all”) accounts for the deletion of the words in 


508 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


some witnesses (P eth Origen Ephraem) and their replacement 
by περισσὸν in others (D* G W 104 2495 al). 


8.123 [οὐκ ἔστιν) (2) [6] 


The second instance of οὐκ ἔστιν is absent from several 
witnesses (B 1739 syr? Origen), which in this respect differ 
from the Septuagint text of Ps 13: Although the non- 
Septuagintal reading is generally to be preferred when it 
appears that the other reading has been assimilated to the 
Septuagint, in this case ἃ majority of the Committee pre- 
ferred the longer reading, supported as it is by the mass of 
witnesses, considering it, probable that οὐκ ἔστιν was deleted 
88. superffuous, At the same time, because of the weight of the 
combination of witnesses that omit the words (B 1739 syx? 
Origen), it was decided to enelose them within square brackets, 





3.22 εἰς πάντας [Β] 


_In place of εἰς πάντας (p® 8* B.C PW 81 1739 al) ἃ fow 
witnesses read ἐπὶ πάντας (vg Pelagius John-Damascus). The 
Textus Receptus, following ᾿ς D G K 33 al, combines the 
two readings, producing an essentially redundant and tauto- 
logical expression. 


8.98. διὰ [τῆς] πίστεως {D} 


On the one hund, the article may have been added by copyists 
who wished to point back to διὰ πίστεως Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ 
in ver. 22, On the other hand, later in the chapter when Paul 
uses πίστις absolutely (i.e. without a modifier), διά is fol- 
lowed by the article (ef. verses 30 and 31). In order to represent. 
the balance in both external evidence and internal considera- 
tions, & majority of the Committee preferred to include τῆς 
in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets to indicate 
doubt that it belongs there. The omission of the clause in A 
and 2127 must be aceidental. - 
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3.36 Ἰησοῦ [ΟἹ 

‘The expansion οἵ Ἰησοῦ (8 A BC K P 81 1739 By al) by 
the addition of Χριστοῦ (629 it» cop’ al) is a natural 
seribal aceretion. “The reading of syr° (κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ) corresponds to Syriac ceclesiastical idiom. ‘The 
omission of Ἰησοῦ by F G 336 it and the reading Ἰησοῦν 
in De Ψ 33 G14 Lect al are the result of copyists’ blunders in 
transeribing scriptio continua 1ymoyoYN. (Ἰησοῦ was usually 
written 1y, and Ἰησοῦν, in.) 





3.28. γάρ [0] 

‘On the whole, the external evidence supporting yap (Ν 
‘A D* Ψ 81 1739 Old Latin vg syr! cop™™ arm al) is slightly 
superior to that supporting οὖν (Β Ὁ D* K P 33 614 Bye syr™™ 
al). The context, moreover, favors γάρ, for ver, 28 gives a 
reason for the argument in ver. 27, not @ conclusion from it. 
The reading οὖν probably arose when copyists took λογε- 
ζόμεθα to mean “we infer, we conclude,” rather than “we 
hold, we consider.” Since ver. 28 opens a new lesson (for the 
third Saturday after Pentecost), the Greek lectionaries omit 
the conjunction altogether. 


4.1 εὑρηκέναι ᾿Αβραὰμ τὸν προπάτορα ἡμῶν [Β] 

Although it can be argued that the variation of position of 
εὑρηκέναι (before ᾿Αβραάμ, 8 A Ο Ὁ G Ψ 81 629 al; after 
ἡμῶν, K P 33 88 614 Bye al) indicates that the word was added 
at various places and that therefore the short text (B 1739 
Origen) is original, the Committee considered that (a) there 
was no reason why copyists should have decided to add 
εὑρηκέναι at various places if it did not belong in the text 
originally, and (Ὁ) εὑρηκέναι after ἐροῦμεν may have fallen 
out accidentally because of the similarity of the beginning of 
both verbs. Of the two readings which include the word, the 
sequence ἡμῶν εὑρηκέναι was judged inferior both in sense 
and external support. 
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‘The word προπάτορα (which occurs nowhere else in the 
New Testament) was replaced in the later manuseripts (K P 
38 104 G14 1739 Byz Lect al) by πατέρα (which is the cus- 
tomary designation in the New Testament for Abraham; see 
Lk 16,24, 30; Jn 8.53; Ac 7.2; Ro 4.12), 








4.11 λογισθῆναι [καί] [0] 


On the one hand, after the final syllable of λογισθῆναι 
the word καί, being not indispensable to the sense, could easily 
have been overlooked in transcription. On the other hand, it is 
possible that καί has been added by copyists in the interest 
(at least. superficially) of sharpening the argument (*... reck~ 
oned to them also"), In view of the balance of transeriptional 
probabilities, a majority of the Committee thought it best to 
include καί but to enelose it within square brackets. ‘The 
reading, of 451 is obviously a soribal blunder, 





4.19. κατενόησεν [0] 


Curiously enough, each of the two readings, one positive 
and one negative, gives good sense: (a) κατενόησεν (ΝΑ BC 
81 1739 vg syr? cop" arm al) means, “His faith did 
not weaken when he considered...” and (b) οὐ κατενόησεν 
(Ὁ GK PY 88 Bye L τὸ al) means, “He was so 
strong in faith that he did not consider. ...”. Whereas read- 
ing (0), like many other readings of Western origin, appears 
at first to be preferable, after further reflection it reveals 
itself to be less appropriate in the context: here Paul does not 
wish to imply that faith means closing one’s eyes to reality, 
but that Abraham was so strong in faith as to be undaunted 
by every consideration. 





4.19. [ἤδη] [0] 


The predominant weight of manuscript evidence, in the 
opinion of a majority of the Committee, favors the retention 
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i AC De ΚΡ W 88 81 Bye Lect syr* cop 
baa the same time, however, the presence of ἤδη gives 
the impression of a certain heightening of the account. More- 
over, who would have omitted the word had it stood in the 
text originally? As a compromise that reflects the conflict 
between external evidence and internal considerations, the 
Committee retained ἤδη in the text but enclosed it within 
square brackets. 


4.22 [καί] 10] 

In order to represent the balance of external evidence for 
‘and against the presence of καί, the Committee decided to 
print it within square brackets. 


δ.1 ἔχομεν [0] 

junctive ἔχωμεν (RA ΒΡ CD KL 88 
nies ty aaa Tec ot) hoa τ better external 
support than the indicative ἔχομεν (R* 8} Ge PW 02200 
88 326 330 629 1241 1780 Bye Lect it? syr cop" al), 
a majority of the Committee judged that internal evidence 
must here take precedence. Since in this passage it appears 
that Paul is not exhorting but stating facts (“peuce” is the 
possession of those who have been justified), only the indicative 
is consonant with the apostle’s argument. Since the difference 
in pronunciation between o and ὦ in the Hellenistic age was 
almost non-existent, when Paul dictated ἔχομεν, ‘Tertius, his 
amanuensis (16.22), may have written down ἔχωμεν, (For 
another set of variant readings involving the interchange of 
ὁ ἀνὰ w, see 1 Cor 15.49.) 





5.2 [τῇ πίστει] {C} 


It is doubtful whether the words τῇ πίστει belong to tg 
i idence is almost evenly 

text or not, for the weight of external evidence is aln 
balanced for their inclusion (8 A Ὁ K P W 88 1789 Bye Lect 
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its" vg δγτριδεραι cop’) against their omission (B D G 0220 
ἀπ cop*). Furthermore, the sense is not materially changed 
by their presence or their absence, for Paul has previously 
declared that faith is necessary for justification, and there- 
fore it may be that copyists dropped the words as redundant 
and superfluous after ἐκ πίστεως of ver. 1. In order to repre- 
sent the balance of evidence, a majority of the Committee 
preferred to retain the words in the text but to enclose the 
phrase within square brackets. (The reading ἐν τῇ πίστει 
seems to have arisen by dittography after ἐσχήκαμεν.) 


5.6 ἔτι γὰρ... ἔτι [Ὁ] 


Although it must be acknowledged that the reating εἴ 
‘ve... tre (B cop") possesses a certain inherent fitness which, 
despite its very slender external support, makes it most attrac- 
tive, a majority of the Committee could find no adequate reason 
why, if this reading were original, the others would have arisen. 
On the other hand, not only is the external evidence for ἔτι, 
‘yap... &t quite overwhelming in weight and variety, but 
also all witnesses that omit one or the other instance of ἔτι 
may be held to have originated as scribal improvements to 
avoid the awkward repetition of the word. Thus, the reading. 
adopted as text seems to be the earliest attainable reading 
preserved in the manuscripts; whether it originated as a 
primitive error in the exemplar of the first collection of the 
Pauline Letters, or whether it arose when, as one may assume, 
Paul repeated ἔτι, perhaps for the sake of emphasis, while 
dictating to Tertius (16.22), it is impossible to say. 








5.12 ὁ θάνατος δεῆλθεν (C} 


Although it might be argued that the original text lacked an 
expressed subject for διῆλθεν, and therefore copyists inserted 
ὁ θάνατος either before or after the verb, a majority of the 
Committee was impressed by the weight of evidence supporting 
the reading 6 θάνατος διῆλθεν (8 A BC K P 0220" 33 81 
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614 1739 Byz Lect), and explained the omission of ὁ θάνατος 
(D G 2495 al) as a Western modification. 


5.17 τῆς δωρεᾶς [Β] 

‘The awkward heaping up of independent genitives seems to 
have prompted copyists to modify τῆς δωρεᾶς (ρ" 8 A Ὁ Ὁ 
Ὁ K P 33 81": 614. 1739 Byz Lect) by adding καί (Ψ 0221 
330 451 al), or by altering the genitive to the accusative (88 
104 1984 1985), or by omitting the words entirely (B cop** al). 


611 ἐν Χριστῷ "Inood {By 

The Textus Receptus, following & Ὁ ΚΡ 88 81 614 1739 al, 
adds τῷ κυρίῳ ἡμῶν. The words appear to be a liturgical 
expansion, derived perhaps from ver. 23. If they were original, 
πὸ good reason can be found why they should have been deleted 
from such weighty witnesses as p A Β Ὁ G Ψ 1739* it 
syr cop® Tertullian Origen Speculum al, 








8.15. ταῖς ἐπιθυμίαις αὐτοῦ [6] 


The reading ταῖς ἐπιθυμίαις αὐτοῦ, strongly supported by 
Alexandrian witnesses as well as by a few Western witnesses 
(8 Α Β C* 81 1739 t=" vg syr? cop al), was replaced 
in several (chiefly Western) witnesses by αὐτῇ (p D G itt" 
Speculum al), probably under the influence of the repeated 
mention of ἁμαρτία in the following verses. The Textus 
Receptus, following C? ΚΡ Ψ 614 Byz Lect syr* al, blends the 
two earlier readings, combined with ἐν, in the conflation αὐτῇ 
ἐν ταῖς ἐπιθυμίαις αὐτοῦ. The omission of the words from 
618 must be accidental. 


6.16 εἰς θάνατον [6] 


‘The words εἰς θάνατον, strongly supported by 8 A ΒΟ 
ἃ ΚΡ Ψ 33 81 330 614 ἐκ δι sy! eopt> arme eth al, 
are absent from a few witnesses, chiefly versional and pa- 
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tristie (D’1729* it*-" vg sys cop arm Origen'** Ambrosiaster 
Ephraem). Since the phrase seems to be necessary as a cor- 
relative to the following phrase εἰς δικαιοσύνην, a majority of 
the Committee was disposed to regard their omission as an 
unintentional oversight. 


7.6 ἀποθανόντες [8] 


‘The reading ἀποθανόντες is decisively supported by ΒΑ 
BC K PW 33 SI 614 1739 vg ayr®" cop. goth arm 
eth al, The Western variant τοῦ θανάτου (D G it*# al), 
which goes with the preceding τοῦ νόμου (cf. ulso 8.2), 
is the easier reading. Tho AV rendering seems τὸ imply 
ἀποθανόντος, for which there is no manuscript authority, 
but which seems to be derived from conjecture of Bezs, who, 
following Erasmus, misunderstood a comment of Chrysostom 
(see Tischendorf’s note ad loe.). 








7.14 οἴδαμεν 


Several scholars (δ, g. Semler, Reiche, Hofmann, Zabn) have 
preferred to divide οἴδαμεν so as to read οἶδα μέν. The con- 
trast, however, is not between οἶδα μὲν and the following 
ἐγὼ 62... εἶμι, but between the law and ἐγώ. The plural 
οἴδαμεν ix a typical expression which the apostle uses when 
he refers to ἃ commonly acknowledged truth (2.2: 3.19; 8.22, 28; 
1 Cor 8.4; 2 Cor 5.1, 16) 











7.18 οὔ 10] 


‘The abrupt termination of the sentence with of ΟἹ A ΒΟ 
81 1789 cop goth arm al) prompted copyists to add some 
kind of supplement: (a) εὑρίσκω (D Ὁ K ΡΨ 33 88᾽ 614 
Byz Led), or (Ὁ) γινώσκω (88* 2127), or (6) is not in me 
(eth), 


1 The Elevir toxt of 1624 reads ἀποθανόντος. 
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1.38 ἐν (2) {B} 


A majority of the Committee preferred to follow the text 


of 8 Β Ὁ G ΚΡ Ψ 33 al, reading ἐν before τῷ νόμῳ, and to 
explain the absence of the preposition from A C L and most 
of the minuscules (including 81 614 1739 Byz) as the result of 
harmonization with τῷ νόμῳ in the previous line, 





7.25 χάρις δὲ τῷ θεῷ [Ch 





The reading which seems best to account for the rise of the 
others is χάρις δὲ τῷ θεῷ, supported by Μὴ C2 W 88 81 88 104 
436 2127 al. Two Western readings, ἡ χάρις τοῦ θεοῦ (1) 
it vg Irenaeus al) and ἡ χάρις κυρίου (Ὁ 166), pedantically 
provide a direct answer to the question τίς μὲ ῥύσεται; 
in ver. 24 The absence of δέ (B cop™ Origen Methodius 
Epiphanius Jerome’) seems to represent natural develop 
ment in the light of liturgical usage (δέ is present in the sume as- 
cription at 6.17; 2 Cor 2.14; 8,16; and in some witnesses at 2 Cor 
9.15). The reading εὐχαριστῶ τᾷ θεῷ (ΜΝ A K P 614 1739 
Byz Lecl) seems to have arisen through transcriptional error 
involving the doubling of several letters, ToyToyley]XAPIC- 
ἰτωϊτωθεω. 














8.1. ᾿Ἰησοῦ {A} 

At the close of the verse the later manuscripts introduce 
an interpolation from ver. 4 in two stages: μὴ κατὰ σάρκα 
περιπατοῦσιν is read by A D® Ψ 81 629 2127 it* vg syr” 
goth arm Speculum al, and the same clause followed by ἀλλὰ 
κατὰ πνεῦμα is read by δὲ De K P 33 88 104 614 Byz Lect 
it® syr° al. The shorter text, which makes the more general 
statement without the qualification that is appropriate enough 
at ver. 4, is strongly supported by early representatives: of 
both the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (8* B 
C2 ΤΡ G 1739 it?” cope arm al). 
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8.2 σε [Ὁ] 


While it is rather certain that the reading ἡμᾶς is a sec- 
ondary modification, introduced in order to make the apostle’s 
statement apply to all Christians (as in ver. 4), it is much 
more difficult to choose between ye and σε. The latter, as the 
more difficult reading, is more likely to have been replaced by 
the former (which harmonizes better with the argument in 
chap. 7) than vice versa, On the other hand σὲ may have 
originated in the accidental repetition of the final syllable of 
ἠλευθέρωσεν when the terminal τν, represented by a horizontal 
line over the €, was overlooked. 

Although it is possible that the original text was without 
any object pronoun, the verb being used absolutely (1. 6. as a 
kind of gnomic aorist), the Committee was reluctant to rely 
upon the slender evidence for omission (arm"* Origen), since 
the absence of pronoun in these witnesses may reflect nothing 
more than freedom of translation or quotation, Impressed by 
the weight of the combination of Alexandrian and Western 
witnesses, a majority of the Committee preferred σὲ as the 
earliest attainable text. 








8.11 Χριστὸν ἐκ νεκρῶν {D} 


Among the many variant readings, those that read Ἰησοῦν, 
with or without Χριστόν, are suspect as having been assimi 
lated to the earlicr instance of ᾿Ιησοῦν in this verse. The 
omission of ἐκ νεκρῶν (103 Chrysostom) may be either purely 
accidental, or deliberate (as unnecessary after ὁ ἐγείρας). 
‘The omission of the entire clause ὁ ἐγείρας... Ἰησοῦν (436 
629 115) is the result of a transcriptional blunder, the eye of 
the copyist passing from ymin to ΧΝΙΝ. The least unsatis- 
factory reading, in the judgment of a majority of the Com- 
mittee, appears to be Χριστὸν ἐκ νεκρῶν (B Ds G al). The 
reading τὸν Χριστὸν is probably a seribal parallelization to 
the preeeding τὸν Ἰησοῦν. 
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8.11 τοῦ ἐνοικοῦντος αὐτοῦ πνεύματος [0] 

Remembering that in the Pauline corpus the weight of B 
when associated with D G (as here) is quite considerably 
lessened, a majority of the Committee preferred the genitive 
case, on the basis of the combination of text-types, including 
the Alexandrian (ΝΣ A C81), Palestinian (syr™ Cyril-Jerusalem), 
and Western (it* Hippolytus). 


8.21 ὅτι [ΟἹ 


The oldest and best witnesses read ὅτι (ρ ΑΒ Ὁ 88 81 614 
1739 al), Apparently διότι arose accidentally by dittography, 
ελπιλιοτι becoming ελπιλιλιοτι, 





8.38 υἱοθεσίαν [0] 


Several witnesses, chiefly Western (p" D G 614 itt 
al), omit υἱοθεσίαν, a word which copyists doubtless found to 
be both clumsy in the context and dispensable, as well as seem- 
ing to contradict: ver. 15. 


8.34. τίς [ΟἹ 

A majority of the Committee, impressed by the weight of 
the combination of p% BY 1730" 1908" cop' Origen, pre~ 
ferred the reading τίς and regarded the other readings as 
expansions of a strikingly terse and typically Pauline type of 
question. The expansions may have been introduced by eopyists 
because of the lack of punctuation (after βλέπει) and the 
ambiguity of τις (interrogative or indefinite) in unaecented 
script. 








8.24. ἐλπίζει [ΟἹ 

Although ὑπομένει (8* A 1739%* cop*' Origen Ephraem) 
may appear to be the more difficult reading and therefore 
deserving of adoption, a majority of the Committee was un- 
willing to base the text upon sueh limited support, especially 
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in view of the early and very diversified testimony for ἐλπίζει 
φ B.C Ὁ ἃ Ψ 33 81 614 1739 itt vg syem arm eth 
Clement Origen!" Cyprian al). Furthermore, although the 
verb ὑπομένειν with object (“to await something”) is rather 
common in the Septuagint, ne example for this use can be 
cited frem the New Testament execpt the present variant 
reading. On balance, therefore, it is probable that the presence 
of ὑπομονή in the following verse prompted an early copy 
to substitute ὑπομένει for ἐλπίζει. 











8.86. ὑπερεντυγχάνει [Β] 


‘The Textus Receptus, following 8 ΟΚ Ρ Ψ 33 614 Bye Lect 
al, adds ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν, thus making explicit what is implicit in 
the compound, verb ὑπερεντυγχάνει, whieh is decisively sup- 
ported by p?” 8* A Β 1) G 81 1739 it!" arm Origen al, 





8.28. συνεργεῖ [C} 


Although the reading συνεργεῖ ὁ θεός (p® A B 81 cop™ 
(eth) Origent**) is both ancient and noteworthy, a majority 
of the Committee deemed it too narrowly supported to be 
admitted into the text, particularly in view ef the diversified 
support for the shorter reading (8 C Ὁ G K P W 33 614 
1739 Byz Lect it'-«* vg syr®-" cop’? arm Clement Origen®?®:'* 
Eusebius Lucifer Cyril-Jerusalem Chrysostom Augustine a!) 
Since συνεργεῖ may be taken to imply a personal subject, 
ὁ θεός seems to have been a natural explanatory addition made 
by an Alexandrian editor. 








8.384 ἐγερθείς {C} 

‘The words ἐκ νεκρῶν, found in Ἀπ“ A CW 33 81 cop™t 
eth al, have the appearance of being an explanatory gloss 
added by copyists to supplement ἐγερθείς. The skorter reading 
is strongly supported by p24" ΜῈ Β Ὁ G K 1739 Bye Lect 
Old Latin yg syr?-* arm al. 
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8.35 Χριστοῦ {B} 


Since the reading θεοῦ τῆς ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ (B Origen's#”) 
is in all probability a scribal harmonization with ver. 39, the 
reading θεοῦ ( 326 330 cop™ Origent”* 847 al) ἧς doubtless 
also a partial echo of that verse. The reading Χριστοῦ is 
strongly supported (A Ο D G K Ψ 33 614 1241 1739 Bye Leet 
Old Latin vg syr®* cop’ goth arm eth Tertullian Origen*™” 
Ju? ql) and binds together verses 34 and 35. 


8.38 οὔτε ἐνεστῶτα οὔτε μέλλοντα οὔτε δυνάμεις 


The Textus Receptus, following K LW most minuscule 
manuscripts syr goth Chrysostom ‘Theodoret Occumenius 
‘Theophylact, places the words οὔτε δυνάμεις before οὔτε 
ἐνεστῶτα, thus associating them more closely with ἀρχαί 
(as also in 1 Cor 15.24; Eph 1.21), ‘The reading adopted for 
the text is decisively supported by carly and good witnesses 
(8 A BC Ὁ G it* vg syr® cop arm eth Origen Buse- 
bius Epbraem Cyril John-Damascus Augustine al), ‘There is 
no reason to expect that the apostle would give a systematic 
classification of angelic-beings; on the other hand, the τὸς 
arrangement of the items has every appearance of being the 
work of copyists or editors who wished to improve the sequence. 
9.4. αἱ διαθῆκαι [6] 

Although the reading ἡ διαθήκη is strongly supported (pt 
B De it8™ cops eth al), the plural αἱ διαθῆκαι (Ν 
C K Ψ 33 81 614 1739 Byz Lect it’ vg syr’--™ cope 
goth arm al) was preferred on the grounds that (a) copyists 
would have been likely to assimilate the plural to the pattern 
of instances of the singillar number in the series, and (0) plural 
covenants may have appeared to involve theological difficulties, 
and therefore the expression was converted (0 the singular 
number. Certainly there is no good reason why the singular, 
if original, should have been altered to the plural 
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9.5 σάρκα" ὁ ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων θεὸς εὐλογητὸς εἰς τοὺς 
αἰῶνας 


Since the earliest manuscripts of the New Testament are 
without systematie punctuation, editers and translators of 
the text must insert suck marks of punctuation as seem to be 
appropriate to the syntax and meaning. The present passage 
has been the object ef much discussicn! as te whether or not 
Paul intended to refer θεός to ὁ Χριστός. The chief interpreta- 
tions are the following: 

(a) Placing a comma after σάρκα and referring the following 
words to ὁ Χριστός (“...who is God over all, blessed for 
ever”). 

(Ὁ) Placing ἃ point (either ἃ colon or a full stop) after σάρκα 
and taking the following words as a clause independent of 
ὁ Χριστός. (Several translations are possible: “God who is 
over all be blessed for ever!”; or “He who is God over all be 
blessed for ever!”; or “He who is over all is God blessed for 
ever.”) 

(0) Placing @ comma after σάρκα and αι point (a colon or a 
full stop) after πάντων. (This, which is a modification of (6), 
is to be translated, “.. . who is over all. God be (or, is} blessed 
for ever!”) 

In deciding which punctuation should be used, the Com- 
was agreed that evidence from the Church Fathers, 
who were almost unanimous in understanding the passige as 

















+ From a great number of discussions pro and con, two may be singled 
out for special mention as representative of the two points of view. In 
favor of taking the words as an ascription to Christ, sce William Sand: 
and A.C, Headlam, A Critical and Ezegetical Commentary on the Episile 
to the Romans, 2nd ed. (New York, 1896), pp. 2:3-238; in favor of taking 
the words separately from the preceding clause, see Ezra Abbot, “On the 
Construction of Fomans ix.6,” Journal of the Society of Biblical Literature 
«πὰ Exegesis, 1881, pp. 87-154, and idem, “Recent Discussions of Homans 
χα" ib., 1883, pp. 90-112 (eth articles are reprinted in Abbot's 
posthumously published volume entitled, The Authorship of the Fourth 
Gospel and Other Critical Besaye [Boston, 1888], pp, 332-119, and 411438). 
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referring to ὁ Χριστός, is of relatively minor significance, as is 
also the opposing fact that four uncial manuscripts (A B Ὁ 1) 
and at least twenty-six minuscule manuscripts have a point 
after σάρκα, either by the first hand or by subsequent. cor- 
rectors? In both eases the tradition, whether patristie or 
palacographical, originated at a time subsequent to Paul's 
writing (i.e. dictating; οἵ. 16.22) the passage, and is therefore 
of questionable authority. 

On the one hand, 2 minority of the Committee preferred 
punctuation (a) for the following reasons: 

(2) The interpretation that refers the passage to Christ 
suits the structure of the sentence, whereas the interpretation 
that takes the words as an asyndetic doxology to God the 
Father is awkward and unnatural. As Westeott observes, 
“phe juxtaposition of ὁ Χριστὸς κατὰ σάρκα and ὁ ὧν κιτιλ. 
seems to make a change of subject improbable.”* 

(2) If the clause ὁ ὧν κιτιλ. is an asyndetic doxology to 
God the Father, the word ὧν is superfluous, for “he who is 
God over all” is most simply represented by ὁ ἐπὶ πάντων 
θεὸς. The presence of the participle suggests that the clause 
functions as a relative clause (not “he who is...” but “who 
, and thus describes ὁ Χριστός as being “God over alll.” 





* $0 Abbot, op. cit., 1883, pp. 107f [=pp. 431 £], ‘The prescnes of 
marks of punctuation in carly manuscripts of the New Testament is so 
sporadie and haphazard that one cannot infer with confidence the con- 
struction given by the punctuator to the passage. For example, in Ro 9.2-4 
codex Alexandrinus has a colon after μεγάλγ in ver. 2, one between 
Χριστοῦ and Sep and another after σάρκα in ver. 3, and one after 
᾿Ἰσραηλῖται in ver. 4. Codex Vaticanus has a colon at the end of Ito 9.3, 
after both occurrences of Ἴσραγα in ver. 6, after ᾿Αβραάμ in ver. 7, 
Ῥεβέκκα in ver. 10, and αὐτοῦ in ver. 22! 

3B. KF, Westeott in “Notes on Select Readings,” in Westeott and 
Hort. The New Testament in the Original Greek, (il, Introduotion [andl 
Appendix, Inded, (London, 1896), p. 110. Similarly Nigel Turner declares 
it to be grammatically unnatural that a participle agreeing with Χριστός 
“should first be divoreed from it and then given the force of a wish, 
receiving 8 different person as its subject” (Grammatical Insights into the 
New Testament (Edinburgh, 19651, p. 15). 


" 
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(8) Pauline doxologies, as Zahn points out are never 
asyniletie but always attach themselves to that which pre 
cedes: with ὅς ἐστιν (Ro 1,25); with ὁ ὧν (2 Cor 11.31); with & 
(Ga 1.5; 2 Tm 4.18; of. He 13.21; 1 Pe 4.11); with αὐτῷ 
(Ro 11.36; Eph 3.21; ef. 1 Pe 5.11; 2 Pe 3.18); with τῷ δὲ θεῷ 
(Php 4.20; 1 Tm 1.17) 

(A) Asyndetic doxologies, not only in the Bible but also in 
Semitie inscriptions, are differently constructed; the verb or 
verbal adjective (εὐλογητός, Heb. 773, Aram. 773) always 
precedes the name of God, and never follows it, as here.* 

(5) In the light of the context, in which Paul speaks of his 
sorrow over Israel’s unbelief, there seems to be no psychological 
explanation to account for the introduction of a doxology at 
this point. 

On the other hand, in the opinion of the majority of the 
Committee, none of these considerations seemed to be decisive, 
particularly since nowhere else in his genuine epistles* does 
Paul ever designate ὁ Χριστός as θεός. ἢ In fact, on the basis 
of the general tenor of his theology it was considered tanta. 
mount to impossible that Paul would have expressed Christ's 
greatness by calling him God blessed for ever. As between the 
punctuation in (Ὁ) and (6), the majority preferred the former. 

‘The Committee also considered the possibility that by 
accident in transcription ὁ ὥν has replaced an original ὧν ὁ 
(cf, the preveding ver. 4 ὧν ἡ ulofeaia ..., ver. 5 ὧν οἱ πα- 








‘Theodor Zahn, Der Brief des Paulus an die Romer (Leipzig, 1910), 
ν᾿ 433, Anm. 78. 

* The only instance which appears to be an exception is Ps 68.19-20 
[=LXX 67-19-20], where the Septuagint reade κύριος ὁ θεὸς εὐλογητός, 
εὐλογητὸς stipios ἡμέραν καθ᾽ ἡμέραν. Here, however, the first εὖλο-. 
Ὑητός has no corresponding word in Hebrew and seems to be a double 
translation. 

τ Tit 2.13 is generally regarded as deutero-Pauline. 

In reply it was argued that if Paul could refer to Χριστὸς Ἰησοῦς 
as ἴσα θεῷ (Php 2.6), it is not inconceivable that on another occasion he 
could also refer to ὁ Χριστός as θεός. 
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répes), but was unwilling to introduce a conjectural emenda- 
tion into the text. 


9.23 καὶ ἵνα [Β] 


‘The absence οἵ καί from several witnesses (B 326 436 1739" 
it vg cop" goth arm) was thought by the Committee 
to have been the result of an attempt to simplify the con- 
struction, The evidence from the versions in this case is of 
limited significance, since translational freedom, and not a 
different underlying Greek text, may account for the absence 
of the conjunetion. 





9.28. συντέμνων {A} 

‘The ‘Textus Receptus, following 8° D G ΚΡ Ψ 88 88 326 
G14 1241 Bye Lect Old Latin yg syr goth arm al, has filled 
out the quotation from the Septuagint Is 10.22-23 by ins 
ἐν δικαιοσύνῃ, ὅτι λόγον συντετμημένον. Considered i 
the absence of these words from p®"" 8* A B 1739 1881 syr" 
cop eth αἱ could be explained as arising when the eye of a 
copyist accidentally passed from συντέμνων to συντετμημένον. 
But it is not eredible that Paul, who in ver. 27 does not follow 
the Septuagint closely, should in ver, 28 have copied verbatim 
a sentence that is so opaque grammatically, 





9.32 ἔργων [8] 

‘The Textus Receptus, following NC D K P Ψ 88 81 614 
Bye Lect it# syr?-"! goth arm al, adds νόμου, imitating Paul's 
usage in 3.20, 28; Ga 2.16 (thriee); 3.2, 5, 10. The shorter 
text is strongly supported by p° 8* A B G 1739 ite vg 
cops al. + 

















5 For an account of the history of the conjecture, see W. L. Lorimer in 
New Testament Studies, x01 (1968-67), pp. 385 f. 
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9.38 καί (2) {B} 


Onee again the Textus Receptus, following K P Ψ 33 58 
326 614 1730 Byz Lect it*" vg syr* arm, makes an addi- 
tion in order to heighten the ef.ectiveness of the quotation; 
here πᾶς is inserted, imitating Paul’s citation of the same 
quotation in 10.11 (where no manuscript omits πᾶς). The 
text without πᾶς is strongly supported by 8 A B D G 81 1881 
it?" δγτριραὶ copste goth eth al, 





10.1 αὐτῶν {A} 


‘The shortest reading αὐτῶν is decisively supported by early 
and representative witnesses of several types of text (p® R* 
A B D G 1739 1881 1962 it®"* syre-r! cops goth al) 
‘The addition of ἐστιν (Ne ΚΡ Ψ 33 81 614 it syr® al) seems 
to have been made in the interest of clarifying the grammar, 
while the addition of τοῦ ᾿σραήλ (K 81 326 G14 1241 Bye 
Lect al) may have occurred when this verse was made the 
beginning of a lesson read in chureh services (cf. the reference 
to Israel in 9.31). 


10.5 τὴν δικαιοσύνην τὴν ἐκ [τοῦ] νόμου ὅτι ὁ ποιήσας 
αὐτὰ ἄνθρωπος ζήσεται ἐν αὐτοῖς [0] 

Apart from several more or less insignificant variations, 
there are two main readings which differ as to the position of 
ὅτι and the construction of δικαιοσύνην. With ὅτε immediately 
before ὁ ποιήσας the sentence runs, “lor Moses writes con- 
cerning the righteousness [accusative of specification] which is 
of the luw, thst ‘the man who does them shall live in them.’ ” 
Moving ὅτι earlier to follow γράφει has the effect of ex- 
tending the quotation and making δικαιοσύνην the object of 
ποιήσας. A majority of the Committee preferred the former 
sequence (1) because of early and diversified external support: 
(2) because eopyists would have been more likely to move the 
ὅτι to 0 position immediately after γράφει than conversely; 
and (3) because the expression ποιεῖν τὴν ἐκ νόμου δικαιοσύνην 
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ig non-Pauline, As for the variations involving αὐτά and 
αὐτοῖς, the omission of the former and the substitution of 
αὐτῇ for the latter appear to be seribal emendations, prompted 
because the context contains no antecedent to whieh the plural 
may refer. The senseless reading of A (... τὴν ἐκ πίστεως) 
is the result of a scribal blunder. 


10.9 ἐν τε 


In an attempt to express Paul's meaning more precisely, 
several Alexundrian witnesses (B cop® Clement) insert τὸ 
ῥῆμα after ὁμολογήσῃς, and, joined by 81 syr%! cop’ al, 
alter the accusative construction to ὅτε κύριος ᾿Ιησοῦς : “if you 
confess the word with your mouth, that Jesus is Lord, . . .” The 
addition of Χριστόν after Ἰησοῦν (ρ΄ A) reflects seribal piety. 


στόματί σου κύριον Ἰησοῦν [8] 





10.15 πόδες {A} 

Although it is possible that the shorter reading arose because 
the eye of the scribe passed from τῶν εὐαγγελιζομένων to 
τῶν εὐαγγελιζομένων, the Committee thought it more prob- 
able that the words τῶν εὐαγγελιζομένων εἰρήνην (WY D G 
K P W 33 88 G14 1241 Bye Lect it®* vg syr?-' goth al) were 
inserted in order to make the citation correspond more fully 
to the Septuagint (Is LXX 2.1). 






10.17 Χριστοῦ {B} 


Instead of Χριστοῦ, which is strongly supported by early 
and diverse witnesses (pi! 8* BC ΤΡ 81 1739 Old Latin ve 
cop=.( goth arm al), the Textus Reveptus, following 8° 
AD’ ΚΡ Ψ 38 614 1241 Bye Lect syr™" al, reads θεοῦ. The 
expression ῥῆμα Χριστοῦ occurs only here in the New Testa- 
ment, whereas ῥῆμα θεοῦ is a mere familiar expression (Lk 3.2; 
Jn 3.34; βρὲ 6.17; He 6.5; 113). The omission of Χριστοῦ 
(or θεοῦ) in an anecstor of several Western witnesses (G 
Ambrosiaster Hilary Pelagius) is to be attributed to eare- 
essness. 
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11.1 τὸν λαόν [8} 


Instead of τὸν λαόν several witnesses (p* G it® goth al) 
read τὴν κληρονομίαν, which appears to be a Western assimi- 
lation to Ps 94.14 LXX 93.14] ὅτι οὐκ ἀπώσεται κύριος 
τὸν λαὸν αὐτοῦ, καὶ τὴν κληρονομίαν αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἐγκαταλείψει. 





11.6 χάρις (2) [Δ] 


After χάρις the Textus Receptus, following δ (B) L Ψ' 
and later manuscripts, adds εἰ δὲ ἐξ ἔργων οὐκέτι ἐστὶ χάρις 
ἐπεὶ τὸ ἔργον οὐκέτι ἐστὶν ἔργον (“But if it be of works, 
then is it no more grace: otherwise work is no more work” 
AV), There appears to be no reason why, if the words were 
original, they should have been deleted. The existence of 
several forms of the addition likewise throws doubt upon the 
originality of any of them. 








11,16 εἰ (2) (BY 


The Committee regarded the omission of εἰ to be accidental, 
for its presence seems to be necessary to the rhetorical balance 
of the successive clauses. 


11.117 τῆς ῥίζης τῆς πιότητος [6] 


‘Phe unexpected asyndeton of the reading τῆς ῥίζης, τῆς 
πιότητος τῆς ἐλαίας, in spite of its rather limited attestation 
(ἈΚ B Ὁ Ψ), appears to explain best the origin of the other 
readings, sinee the widespread introduction of καί and the 
omission of τῆς ῥίζης (p D* G it? al) are suspicious as 
ameliorating emendations. 





11.21 [μήπως] οὐδέ [ΟἹ 


On the one hand, the strong combination of 8 ΒΟ 81 1739 
in support of the shorter text would normally be preferred. 
On the other hand, however, (a) μήπως is a typically Pauline 
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expression (it occurs in nine other passages in Paul; only once 
elsewhere in the New Testament), and (b) copyists may have 
taken offense at its presence here because of its apparent 
unrelatedness (Origen substituted the more appropriate πόσῳ 
μᾶλλον and πόσῳ mAéoy—see Tischendorf in foc.) and its 
grammatical inappropriateness with the following future, In 
order to give due weight to both external evidence and internal 
considerations, a majority of the Committee considered it 
necessary to retain μήπως in the text, but to enclose it within 
square brackets, 


11.31 [νῦν] (2) [Ὁ] 


Once again external evidence and internal considerations are 
rather evenly balanced. A preponderance of early and diver "ἢ 
witnesses favors the shorter reading, On the other hand, the 
difficulty in meaning that the second occurrence of νῦν seems 
to introduce may have prompted cither its deletion or its το: 
placement by the superficially more appropriate ὕστερον, In 
view of such conflicting considerations it seemed best to retain 
νῦν in the text but to enclose it within square brackets, 





11.32 τοὺς πάντας (1) [Β] 

Instgad of the first occurrence of τοὺς πάντας several 
witnesses (p" D* G Old Latin vg Ambrose) substitute τὰ 
πάντα (or πάντα), 8 reading which seems to have arisen from 
seribal recollection of Ga 3.22 (συνέκλεισεν ἡ γραφὴ τὰ πάντα). 


12.2 νοός 


After νοός the Textus Receptus, following 8 Ds 1 P most 
minuscules it?« vg syr?-* goth arm eth Speculum al, adds ὑμῶν. 
The shorter text, which is supported by early and good wit- 
nesses (p A B Der’ F G 424° 1739 Clement Origin Cyprian), 
is to be preferred because of the preponderance of evidence, 
as well as the likelihood that ὑμῶν would have suggested 
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itself to scribes as an appropriate parallel to its occurrence 
in ver, 1. 


12.11 κυρίῳ {A} 


‘The reading καιρῷ, supported chiefly by Western witnesses 
(D* F G 5 it** Origen Cyprian Ambrosiaster Jerome al), 
probably arose from a confusion of K@ and pw (the nomen 
sacrum κυρίῳ was customarily contracted to Kw, and the kai 
compendium was written «). 


12.14 διώκοντας [ὑμᾶς] (ΟἹ 


It is difficult to decide whether ὑμᾶς was deleted in order 
to extend the range of the exhortation, or whether copyists, 
recollecting the parallel sayings in Mt 5.44 and Lk 6.28, added 
the pronoun. Since both readings are fairly evenly supported 
in the witnesses, a majority of the Committee preferred to 
print [ὑμᾶς] 





12.17 ἐνώπιον πάντων 


Under the influence of Pr 8.4 and 2 Cor 8.21 several wit- 
nesses expand by prefixing ἐνώπιον τοῦ θεοῦ καί (AS) or οὐ 
μόνον ἐνώπιον τοῦ θεοῦ ἀλλὰ καί (F G it® ve goth 
Lucifer Ambrosiaster), On the other hand, perhaps through 
transcriptional oversight (ENWITIONTANTWNANOPWHDN), a 
few witnesses omit πάντων (181 328 436 876 it’* Lucifer 
Speculum) and several substitute τῶν for πάντων (that is, 
they omit man, p® D* Ἐπὶ G 056 0142 330). The word πάντων, 
however, is needed to give balance to the earlier undevi. ὴ 





ae ψυχὴ ἐξουσίαις ὑπερεχούσαις ὑποτασσέσθω 
Οἱ 


Adopting a less formal style, perhaps in order to avoid 
the Hebraic idiom involved in πᾶσα ψυχή, several Western 
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witnesses (ρ D* G 15.5.51 Irenaeus'** Tertullian Ambrosiaster 
Speculum) read πάσαις ἐξουσίαις ὑπερεχούσαις ὑποτάσσεσθε. 


13.5 ἀνάγκη ὑποτάσσεσθαι [Β] 

‘On the basis of diversity of external support a majority of 
the Committee preferred the reading adopted for the tex 
Apparently in order to simplify the construction, a few wit- 
nesses, chiefly Western (ρ΄ D G it* goth Speculum al), 
omit ἀνάγκη and read ὑποτάσσεσθε (which in later Greek 
did not dif‘er in pronunciation from the infinitive -o8at). 





13.9 οὐ κλέψεις, οὐκ ἐπιθυμήσεις [Β] 


Under the influence of Ex 20.15-17 and Dt 5.19-21 several 
witnesses (8 ΡΨ 048 81 Bye it* cop’ arm eth al) insert 
οὐ ψευδομαρτυρήσεις. In the course of transmission other 
readings arose in various witnesses through omission (perhaps 
because of homoeoteleuton) or rearrangement of the order of 
the commandments (the chief manuscripts of the Septuagint 
vary among themselves and from the Hebrew). 


13.11 ὑμᾶς [ΟἹ 

Although ἡμᾶς has strong support (ρκ 8° D G W δδ 614 
1730 Byz), 2 majority of the Committee thought it somewhat, 
more probable that ὑμᾶς was altered to ἡμᾶς in order to con- 
form the persen to ἡμῶν in the next clause, than that ἡμᾶς 
was changed te ὑμᾶς. Several versional and patristic witnesses 
(eyr® cth Origen'* Cyril) omit the pronoun altogether, as does 
also the AV (although the Textus Receptus reads ἡμᾶς). 


13.12 ἀποθώμεθα 

Instead of ἀποθώμεθα several Western witnesses read ἀπο- 
βαλώμεθα (p* D** F G Old Latin vg). Since the use of 
ἀποθέσθαι is normal in formulas of renunciation (see E. G. 
Selwyn, 1 Peter, pp. 394 ff.), and since the verb ἀποβάλλειν 
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recurs nowhere else in the Pauline Epistles and its middle 
voice is entirely absent frcm the New Testament, a majority 
of the Committee preferred the reading ἀποθώμεθε ‘ 





13.12 ἐνδυσώμεθα [δέ] 


Instead of ἐνξυσάμεξα δὲ the Textus Receptus, following 
Ne Οὐ D™ ΒῸ L W 88 326 1178 Bye al, reads καὶ ἐνδυσώμεθα, 
probably because nc contrast seems to be implied. The reading 
ἐνδυσώμεθα οὖν of ρα appears to have arisen palaeographically, 
the seribe’s eye falling upon ἀποβαλώμεθα οὖν at the end of 
the preceding line. The asyndeton construction (ἐνδυσώμεθα!. 
though attractive, is too weakly supported to be original 
(pt ΝΡ cop). Impressed by the combination of A B ΟΣ D* 
1739 al, the Committee adopted ἐνδυσώμεθα, but in view of 
wide variation involving the connective, decided to enclose 
δέ within square brackets. 





14.4 δυνατεῖ γάρ 


A majority of the Committee preferred δυνατεῖ γάρ (8 
ABC D* FG 6 104 al), regarding the readings δυνατὸς yap 
(p Dee P 623" 1739 syr’**) and δυνατὸς γάρ ἐστιν (L 
and the mass of later manuscripts) as scribal substitutes for 
the unusual word δυνατέω (occurs elsewhere in the New 
‘Testament only in 2 Cor 9.8 and 13.3). 


14.4 κύριος {A} 


Instead of κύριος, which is strongly supported by p 8 A 
Β Ο P ¥ cop goth arm eth al, several uncials and ma: 
minuseules read θεός, the eopyists having been influenced by 
θεός in ver. 3. 








14.5 [γάρ] [6] 

On the one hand, the external evidence for the absence of 
γάρ appears to be slightly superior to that attesting its pres 
ence. On the other hand, since the word here expresses merely 
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ἃ continuation rather than a causal relationship, copyists who 
did not appreciate this Pauline usage of the particle (for ex- 
amples, see Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, .v., § 4), may have been 
tempted to delete it, On balanee, the Committee thought it 
best to include the word in the text but enclosed it within square 
brackets signifying doubt that it belongs there. 


14.6 φρονεῖ 

‘The Textus Receptus, following the later witnesses (Ὁ L P 
most sminuscules syr?* arm al), adds the clause καὶ ὁ μὴ 
φρονῶν τὴν ἡμέραν κυρίῳ οὐ φρονεῖ. This is a typical Byzun- 
tine gloss, prompted by the desire to provide a balanced stat 
ment after the model of the clause καὶ ὁ μὴ ἐσθίων Inter in 
the verse. 





14.9 ἀπέθανεν καὶ ἔζησεν 1Β] 


‘The oldest and best attested reading appears to be ἀπέθανεν 
καὶ ἔζησεν (ΝΑ BC 1739 2127 cop arm eth αἰ). In- 
fluenced perhaps by 1 Th 4.14 (Ἰησοῦς ἀπέθανεν καὶ ἀνέστη) 
seribes songht to define more precisely the meaning of ἔζησεν, 
either by replacing it with ἀνέστη (Ὁ 629 ite ve al) or by com- 
bining ἀνέστη with the other two verbs, in various sequences. 














14.10 θεοῦ [Β] 

At an early date (Marcion Polycarp Tertullian Origen) the 
reading θεοῦ, which is supported by the best witnesses (8* 
AB C* Ὁ G 1739 al), was supplanted by Χριστοῦ, probably 
because of influence from 2 Cor 5.10 (ἔμπροσθεν τοῦ βήματος 
τοῦ Χριστοῦ). 

14.152. [τῷ θεῷ] [6] 

On the one hand, the combination of such witnesses as 8 

Δ Ὁ Ὁ 3381 614 and most versional testimony makes it difficult 


to reject the reading τῷ θεῷ. On the other hand, however, it is 
easy to understand why, if the words were originally absent 
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from the text, copyists would have supplied them in order to 
clarify the reference of the verb. To represent the balance of 
external and internal considerations, it was decided to include 
τῷ θεῷ in the text, but to enclose the words within square 
brackets. 


14.16 ὑμῶν {C} 


Either ὑμῶν or ἡμῶν makes good sense in the context. On 
the whole, however, the weight of external evidence appears 
to favor ὑμῶν (5 A BC P 048 0209 33 81 614 1739 al). 


14.19. διώκωμεν [Ὁ] 


_The question whether in this verse Paul deseribes the Chris- 
tian ideal (the indicative διώκομεν continuing the statements 
made in verses 17 and 18), or whether he now begins his ex- 
hortution (the subjunctive διώκωμεν leading to κατάλυε in 
ver. 20), is extremely difficult to answer. Despite the slightly 
superior uncial support for διώκομεν (δ A B Gt P 048 0200 al) 
and despite the circumstance that elsewhere in Romans the 
phrase ἄρα οὖν is always followed by the indicative (6.18; 
7.3, 25; 8.12; 9.16, 18; ef. 14.12), the Committee felt that, a 
the whole, the context here calls for the hortatory subjunctive 
(Cf. the imperatives in ver. 13 und ver. 20). ᾿ 


14.231 προσκόπτει [0] 


‘The Textus Receptus incorporates a Western expansion, 
ἢ σκανδαλίζεται ἢ ἀσθενεῖ, which gained wide circulation 
iw BD G v 02094 33 614 Byz Lect vg syr* cop™ arm al), 
Other variations in various witnesses suggest that the original 
text was modified or expanded by copyist: 

κα y copyists who recollected 


14.225 [ἣν] ἔχεις [6] 


The relative ἥν is supported by several excellent Alexandrian 
witnesses (8 A BC) and by a few Old Latin manuscripts 
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(it), The shorter reading without # is current in the great 
mass of witnesses, including most of the Old Latin manu- 
scripts and all the other versions. Without ἦν the words σὺ 
πίστιν ἔχεις ean be taken either as a statement or as & ques- 
tion; the latter makes a more lively style, which is appropriate 
in the context. Was ἦν introduced in order to relieve a certain 
abruptness, or did the word fall out accidentally in transerip- 
tion because of itacism after πέστιν (in later Greek in and 
ἫΝ were pronounced alike)? In order to represent the balance 
of possibilities, the Committee decided to retain ἥν with & 
ABC but to enclose it within square brackets. 








14.23 ἐστίν {A) 


‘A full discussion of the problems of the termination of the 
Epistle to the Romans involves questions concerning the 
authenticity and integrity of the lust chapter (or of the last 
two chapters), including the possibility that Paul may have 
made two copics of the Mpistle, one with and one without 
chap. 16 (chaps. 1-15 being sent to Rome and chaps. 1-16 
to Ephesus) 

According to the generally accepted interpretation of Origen’s 
statement in his Commentary on Romans (vii, 453), Marcion 
eliminated chaps. 15 and 16 from his edition of Romans. 

‘The dokology (“Now to him who is able to strengthen you 
νος be glory for evermore through Jesus Christ!”) varies in 
location; traditionally it has been printed at the close of chap. 
16 (as verses 25-27). but in some witnesses it occurs at the 
close of chap. 14, and in another witness (p%) ut the close of 
chap. 15. Moreover, several witnesses have it at the close 
of both chap. 14 and chap. 16, and in others it does not occur 
at all. (See comments at 16.25-27.) 

It is further to be observed that the benediction (“The 
grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you {all}”) is found 














ὁ For a succinet discussion of Origen’s statement, see Hort, “Notes on 
Select Readings,” pp. 1126 
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sometimes after 16.20, sometimes after 16.23, and sometimes 
in both places. In the last ease it is found under three condi- 
tions; (1) before the doxology, (2) without it, (3) after it. In 
its discussion of these problems, the Committee was concerned 
chiefly with the textual phenomena, and made no attempt to 
formulate ἃ comprehensive literary theory bearing on ques~ 
tions of the authenticity, integrity, and destination(s) of the 
epistle, (On the positions of the benediction see the comments 
on 16.20.) 

i ce textual evidence? for six locations* of the doxology is as 
jollows 


(a) 1. 








"8 BC Ὁ 81 1739 itt 
vg syr? cop? eth 
A P 5 33 104 arm 


16.28doxology 


(δ) 1,.1—14.23+doxology ~ 
15.1--.-10.28 :doxology 


(ὦ 1.114.238 -doxology + 1, Ψ 0200" 181 326 380 614 
15,116.24 1175 Byz syr® mas 











(ὦ 1,116.24 Fe G (perhaps the archetype 
οἱ D) 629 meats; to Jeoue 
(@) 11-15.834doxology+ oo 
16.1-23 
(f) 1114.28 416.244 vg" Old Latins: spite 
doxology 


By the way of explanation of the citation of the evidence 
for the sequence designated (a), it should be said that codex G, 


a Greek manuscript with a Latin interlinear version, leaves a 





Tk should be pointed out that, since p is extremely fragmentary in 
Romans (preserving only 16.23, 24-27), it could be cited in support of 
sequence (Ὁ) as well as (@) 
For two other sequences of the material in Romans (though without 
the citation of specific manuscript evidencel, see K. Aland. Studien zur 
werlieferung dex Neuen Testaments und seines Testes (Berlin. 1967), p. 47 
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blank space of six lines between 14.23 and 15.1, i.e. large enough 
to accommodate the doxology. This suggests that the scribe 
of G had reason to think that after 14.23 was the place where 
the doxology should occur, but that it was lacking in the 
manuscript from which he was copying. Codex F, the Greek 
text of which seems to have been copied from the same exemplar 
as G was copied, joins 15.1 immediately to 14.23, and only in 
its Latin text (written in a column by itself) presents the 
doxology after 16.24, while the Greek text of F lacks the 
doxology. Apparently the doxology was lacking also in the ex- 
emplar from which codex D was copied, for D is written 
colometrically (in sense lines) throughout Romans up to 16.24 
and the doxology is written stichometrically (in lines straight 
across the page). This difference in format has been taken to 
imply that the section was lacking in a recent ancestor of 
codex Dé The eapitula which are referred to in the citation of 
evidence for the sequence designated (f) are headings, or brief 
summaries of sections, which are prefixed to the epistle in 
many Vulgate manuscripts, The last but one heading (no. 50) 
begins at the close of 14.14 (see Wordsworth and White, ii, 
p. 60) and may cover the rest of chap. 145 then the last, heading 
(no. 51) passes at once to the doxology. Since these headings 
abound in language derived from the Old Latin versions, it 
appears that the system was drawn up originally for a pre- 
Vulgate form of the epistle which lacked chaps, 15 and 16, 
but in which the doxology was appended to the close of chap. 14 
‘This sequence of text is preserved in three Vulgate manuseripts 
(in Gregory's notation 1648 and 1792, both in Munich, and 
2089, in the Monza Chapter Library). 




















+ So Corssen, Zeitschrift fir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, x (1909), 
pp. 5£; but Zahn explains the difference in style of writing (which wlso 
δέκατα oecasionally elsewhere in cod, D) as arising from the seribe’s attempt 
to save space (Introduction to the New Testament, 1, pp. 403 [0. 

2 For a description of these three manuscripts, see I, Schumacher. 
Die beiten letzten Kapilel des Ramorbriefs (Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen 
xav, 4; Miinster iW., 1929), pp. 18 ἢ. 
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In evaluating the complicated evidence, the Committee was 
prepared to allow (1) for the probability that Mareion, or ἐπ 
followers, circulated a shortened form of the epistle, lac 
chapters 15 and 16, and (2) for the possibility that Paul himself 
had dispatched a longer and a shorter form of the epistle 
(one form with, and one without, chapter 16). Furthermore, 
it was acknowledged that, to some extent, the multiplicity of 
locations at which the doxology appears in the several wit- 
nesses, as well as the occurrence in it of several expressions that 
have been regarded as non-Pauline, raise suspicions that the 
doxology may be non-Pauline, At the same time, however, on 
the basis of good and diversified evidence supporting sequence 
(@), it was decided to include the doxology at its traditional 
place at the close of the epistle, but enclosed within square 
brackets to indicate a degree of uncertainty that it belongs there. 
Some of the other sequences may have arisen from the ἡ 
fluence of the Marcionite text upon the dominant form(s) of 
the text of the epistle in orthodox circles, Whether sequence (e) 
is merely one of several idiosyncrasies of the scribe of p#, or 
somehow reflects a stage during which Romans circulated 
without chapter 16, is difficult to decide. Sequence (f) appears 
to be peculiar to the transmission of the epistle in Latin. 








15.7 ὑμᾶς [8] 


‘The reading ὑμᾶς, which has superior and more diversified 
support than the reading ἡμᾶς, is in harmony with the other 
instances of the second person plural in the context (verses 5-7). 


15.15 ὑμῖν 


The Textus Receptus, following p* 8° D F G L P most 
minuseules it vg syr?-™! copr™* arm, adds ἀδελφοί after 
ὑμῖν (in mss. 3 and 209 the word is added after ἀπὸ uépovs). 
Whereas there is no reason why the word, if original, should 
have been dropped, its insertion, at one point or another, 
would have been prompted by the leetionary use of the epistle. 











‘THE LETTER TO THE ROMANS 337 


‘The shorter text is read by &* A B Ὁ 38 81 218 927 1288 1739 
1898 cop=- eth Origen Cyprian Chrysostom Augustine. 


15.19 πνεύματος [θεοῦ] {C} 

On the one hand, it can be argued that the presence of ἁγίου 
in some witnesses and θεοῦ in others is suspicious because each 
can be explained as a seribal addition to complete what in B 
and Vigilius seems to be an unfinished expression. (The reading 
πνεύματος θεοῦ ἁγίου is an obvious conflation.) On the other 
hand, despite the generally excellent text preserved by B, a 
majority of the Committee was unwilling to adopt a reading 
based on such slender Greek evidence. As a compromise, there- 
fore, it was decided to follow the testimony of the earliest 
witness (p*), but in deference to transcriptional considerations 
to enclose θεοῦ within square brackets. 


15.38 πολλῶν [BI 

‘The Committee, impressed by the carly and diversified 
evidence supporting πολλῶν (PN A Ὁ F GL Ψ 88 1789 
Byz), regarded ἱκανῶν (B C P 81 826 al) as a more polished 
substitution for πολλῶν, introduced, perhaps by an Alex- 
andrian editor, in order to soften the obvious exaggeration of 
the apostle’s statement (cf, also τὰ πολλά, ver. 22). 


15.29 Χριστοῦ (Β) 

‘The shorter reading εὐλογίας Χριστοῦ, decisively supported 
by early and good testimony (p* 8* A BC D G P 81 1739 
Old Latin cop arm Clement Origen's), was expanded in 
later witnesses (N° Ψ 33 88 614 Byz) by the insertion of τοῦ 
εὐαγγελίου τοῦ. 


15.31 διακομία {B} 


In order to avoid the harshness of διακονία els Ἱερουσαλήμ, 
several witnesses, chiefly Western (B D* Ge Ambrosiaster 
Ephracm), replace διακονία with δωροφορία (‘the bringing 
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of @ gift”), a word which occurs nowhere else in the New 
Testament and which is an obvious gloss defining the purpose 
of Paul's journey. The same Greek witnesses, along with 
several others (1108 1611 1911 1952), also replace εἰς with 
the easier ἐν. 


15.82 ἐν χαρᾷ ἐλθὼν πρὸς ὑμᾶς διὰ θελήματος θεοῦ 
συναναπαύσωμαι ὑμῖν [0] 

This verse involves a nest of variant readings, the easiest 
of which to evaluate is perhaps the word or words that 
quality θελήματος: Paul nowhere else speaks of θελήματος 
Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ (*) or Ged. Χριστοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ (1D*) or Bed. 
κυρίου ᾿Ιησοῦ (B), but always of θελήματος (τοῦ) θεοῦ. The 
omission of συναναπαύσωμαι ὑμῖν (p B) is more difficult to 
account for, but its absence from p may have been the result 
of an accident in transcription when the eye of the eopyist 
passed from @€AHMatocBy to ολεῦς. In a few Western 
witnesses συναναπαύσωμαι is replaced by ἀναψύξω (D*) or 
ἀναψύχω (G). ‘The paratactic construction (ἔλθω .. . καί) 
appears to be a seribal simplifieation of the syntax (8* Ὁ G 
PW al). 








15.83 ἀμήν [Β] 
On the reading of p*, see the comments on 14,23, 


[It is difficult to account for the absence of ἀμήν from A Ὁ 
330 436 451 630 1739 1881 it® (its omission from p® is doubt- 
less connected with the presence here of the doxology, con- 
cluding with ἀμήν, in that witness), On the other hand, if 
ἀμὴν were not present originally, copyists would have been 
tempted to add it to such a quaséliturgical statement as is 
yer. 33. To represent the conflict between the strong external 
evidence for its inclusion (Σ B C D ΡΨ 33 81 614 al) and 
the equally strong transcriptional probability suggesting thal 
it is secondary, the word should be enclosed within square 
brackets. B.M.M.] 
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16.3. Πρίσκαν 

‘The Textus Reeeptus, following 81 209* 255 256 462 480 
920 1311 1319 1827 1852 syr* eth al, reads the diminutive 
form Πρίσκιλλαν. The form Πρίσκαν is decisively supported 
by p® (πρεισκαν) ABC DEG LP most minuscules it 
vg cop*: arm al, See also the comments on 1 Cor 16.19 and 
27m 4.19. 


16.7 ᾿Ιουνιᾶν {A} 

‘Through a clerical error several witnesses (p* 1“ cop’ eth 
Ambrosiaster) replace 10YNIAN with 1oYAIAN (compare the 
contrary error in ver. 15). 


16.7 of καὶ πρὸ ἐμοῦ γέγοναν [(] 

Although one can argue that the shorter reading τοῖς πρὸ 
ἐμοῦ (Ὁ G) was expanded into the relative clause of καὶ πρὸ 
ἐμοῦ γέγοναν (A B 1739;... γεγόνασιν Ὁ P W 33 81 Bye) 
in order to make certain that πρό would be taken in terms of 
chronology and not of rank, the weight of witnesses which 
support the relative clause (including ρα, whose use of the 
singular number must be accounted a seribal blunder) is 
decisive. Whether the Western reading arose from a desire 
to avoid, two successive relative clauses or, more probably, 
was merely a careless abridgment, cannot, be determined. 


16.15 ᾿Ιουλίαν (ΑἹ 


‘The seribes of two manuscripts (C* ΟΝ) mistook ιουλιὰν 
for 1oYNIAN (compare the contrary error in ver. 7). 


16.20 ἡ χάρις τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν [B} 
‘The shorter form of the benediction (p# 8 B 1881) appears 
to be more primitive, for if Χριστοῦ (A ΟΡ Ψ 33 81 1739 
Byz all versions) were present originally there seems to be no 
reason why ἃ copyist should have deleted it, whereas the 





340 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


general tendeney was to expand liturgical formulations. Several 
Western witnesses (D G 105 Sedulius Scotus) transfer the 
benediction to follow ver. 23, thus preventing the greetings 
of verses 21-23 from having the appearance of being an after 
thought. Other witnesses (P 33 104 256 263 436 1319 1837 
syr? arm) place ver, 24 following 16.27 (i. 6. after the doxology), 
thus concluding the epistle with a benediction. If, however, 
it stood in this position originally, there is no good reason 
why it should have been moved earlier. 








16.24 omit verse {B} 


‘The earliest and best witnesses omit ver. 24. See the com- 
ments on yer, 20, 


16.26-27 The Dozology [0] 


While recognizing the possibility that the doxology may not 
have been part of the original form of the epistle, on the 
strength of impressive manuscript evidence (p! & ΒΟ Ὁ 
81 1739 it’ vg syr? cop eth Clement al) the Committee 
decided to inelude the verses at their traditional place in the 
epistle, but enclosed within square brackets (for a fuller dis- 
cussion of the problems involved, see the comments on 14.23) 





16.27 ᾧ {C} 


Despite the difficulty of construing the sentence when ᾧ 
is read, the Committee felt constrained to include the word 
on the strength of early and diversified external evidence (p# 
ΝΑ Ο D W 33 88 181 326 330 614 1739 Bye it® vg cop). 
The other readings, (a) αὐτῷ (P 81 104 436 2492 syr* arm), 
(b) εἴη for ᾧ (55 and scholion in 43), and (6) the omission 
of the  (B 630 syr” Origen'**), have the appearance of being 
corrections introduced by various copyists in order to avoid 
anacoluthon and to eomplete the sentence. 
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16.27 αἰῶνας {C} 

‘The shorter text (p B C W 88 88 104 614 1789 Byz syx* 
cop al) was preferred on the ground that the expansion of 
the doxology by the addition of τῶν αἰώνων (ph 8 A D P 
81 Old Latin vg syr? cop* arm eth al) was as natural for 
scribes as it would have been unusual for them to delete the 
words had they been original. 


16.27 Subscription 

(a) The earliest subscription is merely πρὸς Ῥωμαίους 
ΝΑ BY Ο D® al, Other subscriptions include: (b) πρὸς 
Ῥωμαίους ἔγράφη ἀπὸ Κορίνθου BY Ὧν (P); (ὁ πρὸς 
Ῥωμαίους ἐγράφη διὰ Φοίβης ἀπὸ Κορίνθου 35 (201 om πρ. 
"Peou.); (ὦ) πρὸς Ῥωμαίους ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Κορίνθου διὰ Φοίβης 
τῆς διακόνου 42 90 216 339 462 400" 642; (ε) as (d) but pre- 
fixing τοῦ ἁγίου καὶ πανευφήμου ἀποστόλου Παύλου ἐπιστολή 
L; (Ὁ ἐγράφη ἡ πρὸς Ῥωμαίους ἐπιστολὴ διὰ ὙἹερτίου" 
ἐπέμφθη δὲ διὰ Φοίβης ἀπὸ Κορινθίων 337; (g) as (d) but add- 
ing τῆς ἐν Κεγχρεαῖς ἐκκλησίας 101 241 400 466° 469 602 
603 605 618 1923 1924 1927 1932, followed by the Textus 
Receptus. 





THE FIRST LETTER OF PAUL 
TO THE CORINTHIANS 


1.2 τῇ οὔσῃ ἐν Κορίνθῳ, ἡγιασμένοις ἐν Χριστῷ ᾽]ησοῦ 

On the one hand, a minority of the Committee argued that 
the reading adopted for the text, which is supported by p*""" 
8 AD! P Ψ 049 (056 0142 om, Ἰησοῦ) and apparently all 
minuscules, is secondary, since it is the easier of the two 
variants. On the other hand, however, the reading ἡγιασμένοις 
ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ τῇ οὔσῃ ἐν Κορίνθῳ, though supported by 
a notable combination of witnesses (p* B D** F G), appeared 
to the majority of the Committee to be intrinsically too diffi- 
cult, as well as quite un-Pauline in comparison with the style 
of the salutations in other Pauline letters. The reading up- 
parently arose through the accidental omission of one or more 
phrases and their subsequent reintroduction at the wrong 
position. 
1.4 θεῷ pov (BY 

Although it is possible that “ov may have crept into the 
text by assimilation (0 Ro 1.8 or Php 1.3, the Committee 
thought/it more probable that the word was omitted as in- 
‘appropriate by several copyists (8* B eth Ephraem). The 
reading θεῷ μου is strongly supported by a wide variety of 
Greck und versional witnesses (R* A Ὁ Ὁ G P Ψ 33 614 1739 
Bye Lect it. vg syr* cop™* arm). The omission of τῷ θεῷ μου 
(1984) and the reading θεῷ ἡμῶν (491) are accidental seribal 
errors. 


1.8. [Χριστοῦ] [0] 


‘The absence οἵ Χριστοῦ from both p* and B is noteworthy. 
The presence of Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ in the preceding and follow- 
ing verses might be thought reason enough for Paul not to 
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use the word here—and for ordinary scribes to insert it! On 
the other hand, however, the word may have been omitted 
either accidentally in copying (Χριστοῦ was ordinarily written 
in contracted form, xy) or perhaps deliberately for aesthetic 
reasons (in order to differentiate the sequence of three in- 
stances of Ἴησοῦ Χριστοῦ). In view of the strong and varied 
support for Χριστοῦ (δ A C DG P Ψ 33 8154 614 1739 and 
all versions) the Committee felt obliged to include the word in 
the text, but decided to enclose it within square brackets to 
indicate a certain amount of doubt concerning its originality, 


1.18 μεμέρισται [8] 


Since μεμέρισται ὁ Χριστός may be read cither as ἃ state- 
ment or as a question, several witnesses, including p 326 
1962 2% syre.%! cop™ arm, prefix the interrogative μή, thus 
relieving the ambiguity snd conforming the clause to the 
following questions. 


1.14. εὐχαριστῶ [τῷ θεῷ] [Ὁ] 


It is obvious that the addition of μου after θεῷ is the result 
of seribal assimilation to ver. 4. It is more difficult, however, 
to decide whether τῷ θεῷ fell out accidentally in transeription 
(eyxapicrwrww), or whether copyists supplemented Paul’s 
abbreviated expression with the addition of τῷ θεῷ, on the 
pattern of Ro 1.8; 7.25; 1 Cor 1.4; 14.18; ete. It was con- 
sidered safer to follow the usage of Paul and to include τῷ θεῷ. 
in the text; out of deference, however, to the weight of 8* B 
1739 al, which omit the words, they were enclosed wit 
square brackets. 





1.80 κόσμου 


‘The Textus Receptus, following later witnesses (Re Οὐ ΤᾺ 
F GL Ψ 6 104 326 623 1739: αἱ), with which some early 
versions agree (it#®" vg syr?--r! cop. goth arm™=), adds 
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érov. Influence from the preeeding expression, τοῦ αἰῶνος 
τούτου, would make the addition of the demonstrative al- 
most a foregone conclusion; the remarkable thing is that s0 
many copyists resisted the urge to assimilate expressions 
(xdcyov alone is read by p® 8* A B C* De* 33 181 206 814 
429 917 1610 1758 1827 1836 1898 al) 








1.238 ἔθνεσιν 


The Textus Receptus, following several later manuseripts: 
(Ο De 6 177 206 326 489 919 920 1739 1885 αἰ), replaces: 
ἔθνεσιν with Ἕλλησι. The change was prompted by the 
desire to make Paul's terminology consistent in verses 22, 
23, and 24. 


1.28 τὰ μὴ ὄντα {C} 

‘The presence of καί before τὰ μὴ ὄντα (8 Β Ὁ" DY PW 81 
G14 Byz al) seems to be an interpolation prompted by the 
preceding series of objects, each joined to the next by καί (see 
Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 490), In adding the word, however, 
scribes overlooked the force of the expression τὰ μὴ ὄντα, 
which (as Zahn points out, i loc.) is not another item of the 
series, but is a comprehensive and climactic characterization 
of all ghe preceding items. The shorter reading is strongly 
supported by p# 8* A C* D* G 0129 38 1739 al, 


3.1. μυστήριον [0] 

From an exegetical point of view the reading μαρτύριον 
τοῦ θεοῦ, though well supported (Νὴ. B D G PW 33 81 614 
1739 Bye it®* vg syr* cop arm eth Origen al), is inferior 
to μυστήριον, which has more limited but early support in 
pi!” 9* AC 58 436 it~"! syr? cop’ Hippolytus Ambrosiaster 
Ephraem Ambrose Pelagius Augustine Antiochus. The reading 
μαρτύριον seems to be a recollection of 1.6, whereas μυστήριον. 
here prepares for its usage in ver. 7. 
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2.4 πειθοῖ[ς] σοφίας [λόγοις } {D} 

Of the eleven different variant readings in this passage, those 
which read ἀνθρωπένης before or after σοφίας (N° A C PY 
81 614 1962 2495 Byz (it®) syr* cop’ al) are obviously sec- 
ondary. If the word were original, there is no good reason 
why it would have been deleted; on the contrary,-it has the 
appearance of an explanatory gloss inserted by copyists (at 
different places) in order to identify more exactly the nuance 
attaching to σοφίας. It is much more difficult to decide what 
to do with πειθοῖς, an adjective found in no other passage in 
all of Greek literature. Did the rarity of the word produce 
confusion in the transmission of the text? Or is it really a vor 
nulla, having arisen from a scribal mistake in copying πειθοῖ 
σοφίας (πειθοῖ, dative case of the noun πειθώ, meaning “per- 
suasion’’)? In order to represent the diversity of evidence, a 
majority of the Committee decided to print πειθοῖίς), and, 
on the strength of p* G 35* which lack λόγοις, to enclose 
this latter word within square brackets. 





3.10. δέ [0] 

The loose use of the connective δέ (ΝΑ Ὁ Ὁ ΟΡ Ψ 88 81 
614 Byz al) is entirely in Paul’s manner, whereas γάρ, though 
strongly supported by p* B 1739 Clement al, has the appearance 
οἵ being an improvement introdueed by copyists. 


2.10 πνεύματος 

‘The Textus Receptus, following N¢ D F GL almost all 
minuscules the Old Latin vg syr?-* cop'* arm cth al, adds the 
explanatory αὐτοῦ. The Committee preferred the earlier and 
shorter reading, supported by ρα 8* A ΒΟ 33° 1611 cop'® 
Clement Cyril Basil al. 


3.15. κόσμου 
Influenced by a similar expression in ver. 6 (τοῦ αἰῶνος 
τούτου) copyists added the demonstrative, producing τοῦ 
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κόσμου τούτου (D EF G it*«r cop”), The shorter text 
is decisively supported by p 8 A B C L P all minusenlest# 
vg syr?-* al. 


2.14 τοῦ θεοῦ {C} 


‘The omission of τοῦ θεοῦ (an omission which sharpens the 
precision of the apostle’s argument) is supported by several 
Greek minuseules (2 216% 255 380 440 451 823 1827), the 
Syriac Peshitta, and a variety of patristic writers (Valen- 
tinians**- © tree Trenacust®!** Clement® Tertullian“ Origen® 
Hilary? Athanasius! Epiphanius Chrysostom ‘Theodoret! 
Jerome** Theodotus-Ancyra). On the other hand, the over- 
whelming consensus of Greek witnesses and ancient versions 
reads τοῦ θεοῦ (the singular reading ἁγίου in the Ethiopic is 
an understandable substitution), as well as a variety of patristic 
writers, some of whom also quote the shorter form of the 
reading, Although the Committee seriously considered the 
possibility that the shorter reading might be the original text, 
in view of the weight, age, and diversity of external evidence 
supporting τοῦ θεοῦ, it felt compelled to include’ these words 
in the text, despite the possibility that they may have been a 
natural addition introduced by copyists. 





215 [τὰ] πάντα [Ὁ] 


ΟΥ̓ the two textual problems involved in this passage, the 
presence (ΝΒ D® P W 33 614 1739 al) or absence (p* A C D* 
G al) of μέν is the easier to resolve. Although it is possible that 
copyists may have omitted the word because it seemed to be 
inappropriate following δέ at the beginning of the sentence, 
the Committee thought it more probable that the word was 
added by pedantic copyists in order to provide a correlative 
for the following δέ. It is more difficult to decide what to do 
with τά. Was the word added in order to prevent the reader 
from taking πάντα as masculine singular; or was it omitted, 
cither accidentally (tamanta) or deliberately, so that the 
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statement would be in accord with the precedent in ver. 10? 
On the strength of p A C D* αἱ the Committee retained the 
word in the text, but, in view of its absence from many other 
important witnesses, enclosed the word within square brackets. 


8.8. ἔρις [0] 


Although the reading ἔρις καὶ διχοστασίαι has early and 
diversified attestation (p* D (0) 33 614 Byz it*=4 sre 
Marcion al), the absence of καὶ διχοστασίαι from such wit- 
nesses asp?" & B ΟΡ Ψ 81 1739 al led the Committee to 
suspect the intrusion of a Western gloss, derived perhaps from 
the list of viees in Ga 5.20. There being no sufficient reason to 
account for the omission, if the words were present originally, 
the shorter reading is to be preferred. 





8.5 oe... τί 


Instead of τί (“What?”) the Textus Receptus, following 
ρα CD FG and most minuscules, reads τίς (““Who?”) in both 
instances. ‘The masculine, however, appears to be a secondary 
accommodation to suit the personal names; moreover, the 
implication of the neuter τὶ in ver. 7 is decisive for τί in 
ver. 5 (since the answer is “Nothing” the question can scarcely 
have been “Who?”), 


3.5} ᾿Απολλῶς; τί δέ ἐστιν Παῦλος; 


‘The Textus Receptus, following several of the later witnesses 
(D LW 6 88 104 326 915 syr™* arm eth al), reverses the 
sequence so as to read Παῦλος; τί δέ ἐστιν ᾿Απολλῶς;. This 
transposition was obviously made out of deference to the 
greater prominence of Paul and because of the sequence in 
ver. 4, The reading adopted for the toxt is decisively sup- 
ported by ΡΠ 8 A B G Dre (F ΟἹ P 31 33 38 69 151 46: 
1912 ite" yg cops, 
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8.10 τοῦ θεοῦ {C} 


Although it can be argued that the words τοῦ θεοῦ, which 
fare absent from p* 0142 S1 1962 2495 va" arm™ Clement, 
are an exegetical gloss added by copyists at an early stage 
in the transmission of the text (8 A BC Ὁ ΡΨ 33 614 1739 
Byz Lect al), « majority of the Committee considered it more 
probable that, in view of the three instanees of θεοῦ in the 
preceding verse, the words were eliminated here as repetitious. 


3.12 θεμέλιον 

On the basis of the testimony of p 8* A B C* 6 81 cop’ 
eth, a majority of the Committee preferred the reading 
θεμέλιον, regarding the reading θεμέλιον τοῦτον, supported 
by the rest of the manuseripts, to be a secondary modification 
introduced in order to clarify the meaning. 











8.18 [αὐτό] 


‘The pronoun, which is absent from pi“ ΝΟ 1D LW 104 
177 3 1912 it’ vg syr" eop™ arm eth al, is supported 
by such witnesses as A B C P 88 88 181 326 424 441 915 917 
1836 1891 2127 syr” al. K:ven though the Committee suspected 
that copyists had omitted the word as pleonastie, yet because 
external evidence for its inclusion is relatively limited in range, 
it was decided to enclose the word within square brackets. 














3.17 φθερεῖ {C} 

Influenced by the preceding word, several witnesses, chiefly 
Western, read the present tense φθείρει (Di Ge 1, 81 I 
vgut syr?-" Ephracm) instead of φθερεῖ. 








4.17 τοῦτο [0] 
Chiefly on the basis of the weight of external evidence (p!** 
8 BCD GL ¥ 6 88 614 1739 Byz Lect Old Latin vg syr’ 
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cop**te arm Origen al), a majority of the Committee preferred 
the shorter reading, τοῦτο. The expression τοῦτο αὐτό (pt 
i* AP 33 81 436 451 2495 syr* al) may have arisen accidentally 
through dittography. 





5.2 πράξας 


The Textus Receptus, following p* B D F G L P ¥ 049 056 
0142 and most minuseules, reads ποιήσας, whereas πράξας is 
read by p!" 8 A C 33 81 88 104 326 436 462 1912 al. The 
more literary word, πράσσειν, occurs 18 times in Paul's letters; 
elsewhere in the New Testament, it occurs 20 times (18 times 
in Luke-Aets, and twice in John). Since the verb ποιεῖν occurs 
nearly six hundred times in the New Testament, and since the 
expression ποιεῖν ἔργον was very familiar to transcribers of 
the New ‘Testament, they were more likely to repluee πράξας 
with ποιήσας than vice versa. 


64 [ἡμῶν] ᾿Ιησοῦ (1) [Ὁ] 

In accord with the solemn character of the address, the 
Textus Receptus, following p De G P 33 614 Byz Lect ite 
vg syr?s i * copbe goth arm eth??, expands by adding 
Χριστοῦ after ᾿Ιησοῦ, and 81 transposes to read Ἰησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν. Whether ἡμῶν was added by 
copyists, or was accidentally omitted by several witnesses 
(A Ψ 1108 1611 2495 syr® eth'e Lucifer), is difficult to decide. 
On the basis of the testimony of B D* 429 918 1175 
1836 1898 it®, the Committee retained the word in the text, 
but enclosed it within square brackets to indicate a measure 
of doubt as to its right to stand there. 





5.5 κυρίου (ΟἹ 


‘The reading that, best explains the origin of the other read- 
ings is κυρίου, well attested by early and important manu- 
seripts and Fathers. “The name ‘Jesus’ is twice in the preceding 
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verse: reason enough for Paul not to write it, and for scribes 
to add it, here.”* 


5.6 ζυμοῖ 

Several Western witnesses (D* it? yg Marcion Irenaeus'* 
Tertullian Origen'** Lucifer Augustine Ambrosiuster) read 
δολοῖ. The sume Western correction occurs in Ga 5.9. 


5.10 καί 


Instead of καί the Textus Receptus, following p“ N° Ὅν" 
LW many minuseules vg syr?" cop goth arm al, reads #, 
thus mechanically conforming to the context. The reading 
καί is strongly supported by both Alexandrian and Western 
witnesses (X A B C D* F G P 88 88 177 181 326 441 1099 
it# eth). 


5.12 οὐχὶ τοὺς ἔσω ὑμεῖς κρίνετε; 

Insteud of the usual text several early witnesses present 
interesting variations: (a) p*, syr?, and cop’ omit οὐχί and 
read the verb a an imperative, robs ἔσωθεν ὑμεῖς κρίνατε 
(“Judge ye those who are inside [the church)’); (Ὁ) the Sahidic 
apparently took οὐχί with the preceding sentence, reading 
τί γάρ μοι τοὺς ἕξω κρίνειν καὶ τοὺς ἔσω οὐχί; τοὺς ἔσω ὑμεῖς 
κρίνετε (“For what have I to do with judging those who are 
outside and not those who are inside? Judge ye those who are 
inside”). 


5.18. κρινεῖ [0] 


The earlier manuscripts being without accent marks, κρένει. 
(p* 8 A BY © De Ge) can be read either as present or future 
tense. Since the expectation of the parousia was vivid in Paul’s 


τ, Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles (London, 1953), p. 184. 
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day, ἃ majority of the Committee regarded the future tense to 
be more appropriate in the context. 


6.11 ᾿Πσοῦ Χριστοῦ [0] 


The readings with ἡμῶν (B Cx P 38. 1730. ite vg gyre 
vib + opt rm eth af) appear to have arisen by seribal 
assimilation to the following ἡμῶν, Even though the Textus 
Receptus, following A De YW 88 614 Byz Lect syr®, has the 
shortest reading (Ἰησοῦ), a majority of the Committee 
preted the absence of Χριστοῦ to be the result of an accident 
in transeription and preferred to read Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ with 
pet D* P it’ Lrenaeus™ ‘Tertullian, as well as the wit- 
nesses (except cop™) which are cited above for ἡμῶν. 





[Accidental omission of ΧΥ is less probable than expansion 
of an original "Ἰησοῦ by pious copyists (compare 5.4). B.M.M.] 








8.14. ἐξεγερεῖ 


‘The witnesses are fairly evenly divided as to the tense of 
the verb: (αν the aorist ἐξήγειρεν, p™* B 424° 1739 Origen; 
(b) the present ἐξεγείρει, p'** A D* P 69 88; and (2) the 
future ἐξεγερεῖ, pi! 8 Ο 1)» K L most minuscules and most 
versions, The context makes the future necessary as the cor 
relative of καταργήσει in ver. 13 (compare also the parallel 
in 2 Cor 4.14). As concerns ἐξήγειρεν and ἐξεγείρει, the 
former appears to be a mechanical repetition of the preceding 
tense, and the latter a slip of the pen. 


6.20 δή 


Among several variant readings involving δή is (a) the 
interesting expansion, preserved in Latin witnesses (it® vg 
Marcion (Tertullian) Cyprian Lucifer Ambrosiaster Speculum 
al), Glorificate et portate Deum in corpore vestro (“Glorify and 
bear God in your body”). Apparently this reading arose (in 
Greek) when ἄρα ye was misread as ἄρατε (apare: ApaTe)- 
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Other variant readings include (6) οὖν, syr® cop" Pseudo- 
Athanasius; (¢) ἄρα γέ before δοξάσατε, 1611; (ὦ) δὴ ἄρατε, 
Chrysostom; (6) omission of any particle, N* it* πγτὴ sith + 
cop". Although the Committee acknowledged that the clause 
may have originally lacked a connective and that subse- 
quently the abrupt anacoluthon was remedied by the addition 
of one or another particle, the overwhelming evidence in 
support of δή (p* 8° A BC DFG K 1 P and almost all 
minuscules) requires that it be regarded as the earliest definitely 
ascertainable text (even though Paul nowhere else uses this 
particle). 





830. ὑμῶν [Δ] 


The Textus Receptus, following several of the later uncials 
and most of the minuscules (C* De K L P ¥ 131 88 915 syr?"), 
adds after ὑμῶν the words καὶ ἐν τῷ πνεύματι ὑμῶν ἄτινά 
ἐστι τοῦ θεοῦ. ‘That these words are « gloss with no claim to he 
original is clear (a) from the decisive testimony of the earliest 
and best witnesses in support of the shorter text (p 8 A B C* 
D* F G 33 81 1739* it vg cop eth [renaeus'** Tertullian 
Origen Cyprian al), and (Ὁ) from the nature of the addition 
itself (it is not needed for the argument, which relates to the 
sanctity of the body, with no mention of the spirit). The words 
were inserted apparently with a desire to soften Paul’s abrupt- 
ness, and to extend the range of his exhortation, 














1.3 ὀφειλήν 

Instead of ὀφειλήν, which is overwhelmingly supported by 
phe" ABCD FG P 633 181 424° 1912 1914 vg cops 
arm eth Tertullian Clement Cyprian Origen Methodius al, 
the s‘Receptus, following K L most minusenles syr" 
al, softens the expression (which refers to sexual relations) by 
substituting the words ὀφειλομένην εὔνοιαν (“the kindness 
that is her due’ 
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7.8 τῇ προσευχῇ {A} 

‘The Textus Receptus, following Νὸ K 1, 88 614 Bye Lect 
syr?-” goth al, prefixes τῇ νηστείᾳ καί, and 330 451 John- 
Damascus add καὶ νηστείᾳ. Both are interpolations, introduced 
in the interest of asceticism. ‘The shorter text is decisively 
supported by all the early and best witnesses (p0"™# N* 
ABCD GP ¥ 88 81 104 1789 it vg cop*-*"” arm eth al). 


7.5 ἦτε 

In a variety of witnesses, most of them late (p K L P most 
minuscules vg syr" goth arm al), the explanstory gloss 
συνέρχησθε (or -εσθε) has replaced the mare colorless ἦτε. 
The latter is adequately supported by & A BC 1) F G 33 
88 181 255 263 467 618 1838 1912 1944 2127 it** eth al. 


ταὶ δέ (1) (B} 

‘The reading δέ, which is strongly supported (p# 8* A C D* 
G 88» 81 326 it vg cop goth al), is preferable to γάρ (®* 
B D« ΚΡ W 88 614 1739 Bye Lect syr?-" cop arm eth 
al), which appears to be correction introduced by seribes who 
did not appreciate the nuance of opposition to the concession 
mentioned in ver. 6. 


7.18. εἴ τις [Ὁ] 

It is difficult to decide between εἴ τις and ἥτις, which, in 
later Greek, were pronounced alike. Partly because of a slight 
preponderance of weight of the extemal evidence (p* 8 D* 
Ὁ P al it vg cop) and partly because of parallelism with 
the previous clause (ver. 12), the Committee preferred the 
reading εἴ τις: 


7114. γυναικί 

After γυναικί several witnesses, chiefly Western (D F G 
vg syr”), add the interpretative gloss τῇ πιστῇ (compare also 
the addition τῷ πιστῷ in the following comment). 
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7.14 ἀδελφῷ {B} 

Instead of ἀδελφῷ, which is strongly supported by p N* 
ABC D* G P ¥ 33 1739 it*® cop al, the Textus 
Receptus, following inferior witnesses (δ. D¢ K L 81 104 326 
614 Byz Lect syr* goth arm eth al), reads ἀνδρί, a more appro- 
priate correlative to γυνή, the special force of ἀδελφῷ not 
having been appreciated. In order to recapture some of the 
nuance belonging to ἀδελφῷ, in a subsequent modification 
τῷ πιστῷ was added to ἀνδρί (629 it" vg syr? Irenaeus'** 
Tertullian Ambrosiaster). 


ταῦ ὑμᾶς [ΟἹ 

Although ἡμᾶς seems to have slightly stronger external 
support (p B Ὁ G 33 104 614 1739 it vg syr?-™ cop™), the 
Committee preferred ὑμᾶς (Ν᾽ A Ὁ 81 326 2127 cop’), since 
the general tendency of scribes is to make modifications in the 
interest of generalizing the reference of aphorisms (as, in fact, 
has occurred here in codex Sinsiticus). In later Greek the 
two words were pronounced alike, 





7.28 ἡ παρθένος 

Should the definite article be omitted (with B F G 429) or 
retained (with p 8 A D K L P and most minuscules)? 
Although the article may have come into the text by dittog- 
raphy from the preceding =p, the Committee thought it more 
likely that, beeause of an apparent lack of appropriateness 
of the article in the context, it was deleted by several copyists. 


7.34 καὶ μεμέρισται. καὶ ἡ γυνὴ ἡ ἄγαμος καὶ ἡ παρθένος 
{D} 

After considering the multiplicity of variant readings and 
the uncertainties of interpretation, the Committee decided 
that the least unsatisfactory reading is that supported by early 
representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western types of 
text (p B 104 vg cop). The absence of the first καί in 
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some witnesses (D¢ F G K L Ψ 614 Bye) is to be accounted 
for either as a palacographical oversight (after γυναι Κ]) or 
(in the ease at least of D*) as a deliberate excision in order to 
avoid construing ἡ γυνή and ἡ παρθένος with αι singular verb 
(μεριμνᾷ). Its presence is strongly supported hy the combina- 
tion of p® "8 A Β Der* P 33 81 1739 al. The difficulty of distin- 
guishing ἡ γυνὴ ἡ ἄγαμος [the unmarried woman or widow] 
from ἡ παρθένος may have led copyists to shift the adjective 
from γυνή to παρθένος (Der* and Dé G K W syr® al). he read- 
ing of p 8 A 33 81 al, which have ἡ ἄγαμος after both γυνὴ 
and παρθένος, has the appearance of ἃ typical seribal conflation. 








8.3. τι [8] 


‘The Committee regarded the absence of τὶ from several 


carly witnesses (p** Tertullian Origen" Ambrosiaster Hila 
cither as a deliberate omission, made in order to sharpen Puul’s 
statement, or as an accidental oversight, whether in transcrip- 
tion or in translation, In any ease, there was no disposition 
on the part of the Committee to follow p here (or in the 
following two sets of variant readings) against the overwhelming 
weight of testimony for the longer text. 








8.8. τὸν θεόν [Β] 


‘The absence οἵ τὸν θεόν from a few witnesses (p* Clement 
(Ephracm)) was regarded by the Committee to be the result 
of formal assimilation to ver. 2. 





8. ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ [ΟἹ] 





‘The phrase ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ is absent from several witnesses, as 
though ἔγνωσται were wctive voice. It was to be expected 
that p Clement (Ephraem) should omit the words since their 
antecedent (τὸν θεόν) is lacking in these witnesses (sce previous 
comments). Their absence also from 8* and 33 was regarded 
by the Committee as accidental, having arisen perhaps from 
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the copyist’s expectation that Paul was going to say something 
like, “If anyone loves God, this man truly knows him.” The 
surprising turn of expression, however, is characteristically 
Pauline (Ga 4.9; ef. also 1 Cor 13.12), 





8.6 αὐτοῦ 


‘At the close of the verse several witnesses (including 0142 
234 460 618) expand Paul’s reference to one God, the Father, 
and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by adding καὶ ἕν πνεῦμα ἅγιον, 
ἐν & τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς ἐν αὐτῷ (“and one Holy Spirit, in 
whom are all things, and we in him”), The trinitarian form 
was current as early as the close of the fourth century, for 
Gregory Nazianzus quotes it (Orat, xxxix.12), though omitting 
the clauses beginning with καὶ ἡμεῖς. 





8.7 συνηθείᾳ [8] 

The reading συνηθείᾳ, strongly supported by 8* A BPW 
33 81 1739 al, was preferred to συνειδήσει (5. D G 88 614 
Byz Lect), a reading whieh apparently arose through assimila- 
tion to the following συνείδησις. 








8.10 σέ 


Several witnesses, including p* BF G vg Origen'** Augustine 
Pelagius, lack σέ. Copyists are more likely to have omitted 
the pronoun, Unus generalizing the apostle's statement, than 
to have inserted it. 





8.12 ἀσθενοῦσαν {A} 


‘The absence of ἀσθενοῦσαν from p% and Clement was τὸς 
garded as either an aecident in transeription or a deliberate 
modification, introduced to prevent the reader from assuming 


that wounding « brother's conscience is allowable except when 


itt is “weak.” 
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9.9. κημώσεις 


Although the reading Φιμώσεις has somewhat stronger 
external support (p® 8 A B* C ὯΡε KL. P almost all minus- 
cules), a majority of the Committee preferred κημώσεις (B* 
D* F G 1739) on transcriptional grounds, for copyists were 
more likely to alter the less literary word (κημώσεις) to 
φιμώσεις, which is also the reading of the Septuagint (Me 
25.4), than viee versa, 


9.10 ἐπ᾽ ἐλπίδι τοῦ μετέχειν 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
én’ ἐλπίδι τοῦ μετέχειν (ρ 8* (A) BC P 33 69 vg syrek 
eop™-sfy arm al), Not observing that ἀλοᾶν must be under- 
stood after ἀλοῶν, copyists assumed that μετέχειν was the 
infinitive after ὀφείλει and therefore adjusted the reading to 
τῆς ἐλπίδος αὐτοῦ μετέχειν (D* F G 181 917 1836 1896 syr™™*), 
Later the sense was improved somewhat by combining the 
readings, thus producing τῆς ἐλπίδος αὐτοῦ μετέχειν ἐπ᾽ 
ἐλπίδι (8 Doe K 1, Ψ 88 326 623 920 1175 al, followed by 
the Textus Receptus). 


9.10 οὐδεὶς κενώσει {C} 


According to the view of a majority of the Committee the 
earlicst reading is that supported by p* 8* B D* 33 1739 [ε΄ 
syr® al. Not observing that after ἤ Paul breaks off the sentence 
(a figure of speech called aposiopesis), various copyists at- 
tempted in one way or another to ameliorate the construction 
and to carry on the syntax, The most widespread correction 
was the replacement of οὐδείς by ἵνα τις (RC Dee K PY 
81 88 104 326 330 436 451 614 620 630 1241 1877 1962 1984 
1985 2127 2492 2495 Byz Lect al). Because of itacism the 
pronunciation of κενώσει and κενώσῃ was indistinguishable. 

Instead of using a dash, it is also possible to punctuate the 
text with a full stop after ἀποθανεῖν, accenting the next word 








‘THE FIRST LETTER TO THE CORINTHIANS 559 


as ἦ (“Truly no one shall deprive me of my ground for boast- 
ing!”). But this use of 9, though common in the classics, does 
not occur elsewhere in Paul, 


9.20. μὴ ὧν αὐτὸς ὑπὸ νόμον {A} 

The Textus Receptus, following Ds K Ψ 88 256 326 460 
1175 1518 2138 syr® eth, omits the parenthetical clause 
μὴ ὧν αὐτὸς ὑπὸ νόμον. The words, which are decisively sup 
ported by (p#) RA B C D* FG Pit vg syr® cop* goth arm, 
probably fell out by accident! in transcription, the eye of the 
copyist passing from ὑπὸ νόμον to ὑπὸ νόμον. 


9.23 πάντα 


‘The reading πάντα is strongly supported by p# ΝΑ B.C D 
EF G P 33 69 181 424° 436 1611 1837 it vg cop“ arm eth, 
Later copyists (followed by the Textus Reveptus), wishing to 
define the meaning more precisely, replaced πάντα with τοῦτο 
(KL ¥ many minuscules syz? goth). 





10.2 ἐβαπτίσθησαν (C} 


On the basis of what was taken to be superior evidence and 
Pauline, usage, a majority of the Committee preferred the 
reading ἐβαπτίσθησαν. 


[lt is more probable that copyists replaced the middle 
ἐβαπτίσαντο (which corresponds to Jewish practice, accord- 
ing to which the convert baptized himself) with the passive 
(which is the usual expression in the case of Christian baptism, 
6. 1.13, 15; 12.13; ete.), than vice versa. B.M.M. and 
] 





+ According to Tischendorf, however, the corrector of the Greek text 
of D had second thoughts, and, after having fully aecented the words, 
decided to delete them. 
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10.9 τὸν Χριστόν {C} 


The reading that best explains the origin of the others ix 
Χριστόν, attested by the oldest Greek manuscript (p*) as 
well as by a wide diversity of early patristic and versional 
witnesses (Irenaeus in Gaul, Ephraem in Edessa, Clement 
Alexandria, Origen in Palestine, as well as by the Old Latin, 
the Vulgate, Syriac, Sahidie and Bohairie). The difficulty of 
explaining how the ancient Isruclites in the wilderness could 
have tempted Christ prompted some copyists to substitute 
cither the ambiguous κύριον or the unobjectionable θεόν. 
Paul’s reference to Christ here is analogous to that in ver. 4. 











10.10 γογγύζετε [0] 

Infinenced by ἐκπειράζωμεν in ver. 9, the reading Ὑογ- 
yitere (A BC K PW 81 104 614 1739 Byz Lect it® yg δ᾽ 
cop oth) was replaced in some witnesses (Ν D Ge 33 
cop’ arm) by γογγύζωμεν. 







10.11 ταῦτα δέ [6] 


Although it is possible that πάντα may have been omitted 
by copyists who recalled ver. 6, majority of the Committee 
thought it more probable that the original ταῦτα (A B 33 630 
1739 1881) was expanded by the addition of πάντα, whose 
varying position in the manuscripts suggests that the word 
is a gloss, inserted to heighten the narrative, 


10.19 


Because of homoeoteleuton the words ἢ ὅτι εἴδωλόν τί 
ἐστιν; have accidentally been omitted by the copyists of ρ΄ 
ΝΈΑ C* Ψ 33 794 1831 1836 1912 2127. 


10.320 ἃ θύουσιν, δαιμονίοις Kai οὐ θεῷ [θύουσιν] {C} 


The words τὰ ἔθνη, though attested by p*™ 8 A C PY 
33 81 1730 al, were considered to be an aneient gloss, in- 
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troduced Jest the reader assume that the subject of θύουσιν 
(bis) is Ἰσραὴλ κατὰ σάρκα (ver. 18), The presence of τὰ 
ἔθνη prompted a subsequent modification in the substitution 
οἵ... θύει... θύει (K 88 326 614 Byz Lect), introduced by 
grammatically minded scribes to accord with a neuter plural 
subject. In the interest of greater clarity, the words καὶ ob 
θεῷ were transposed in several witnesses (D I’ Gs") to follow 
the second θύουσιν. 





10.28 πάντα ἔξεστιν... πάντα ἔξεστιν 


In both instances the ‘Textus Receptus reads μοι between 
πάντα and ἔξεστιν, following δὲς Οὐ (first time) H K L ¥ most 
minuscules syr?" goth (second instanee) urm al. That the 
word erept into the text from 6.12 seems to be almost certain, 
especially in view of the overwhelming testimony supporting 
the shorter text, namely p 8* BC (C¥ first, instance) D 
(FG P first instance; by homocoteleuton they omit the second 
πάντα... .. οἰκοδομεῖ) it* vg cop". 





10.28 συνείδησιν {A} 


The ‘Textus Receptus, following a few later uncials (Hé 
K 1. W) and most minuscules, adds τοῦ γὰρ κυρίου ἡ γῆ καὶ 
τὸ πλήρωμα αὐτῆς. That this is a gloss derived from ver. 26 
is clear from (a) the decisive evidence supporting the shorter 
iext (8 A BC Ὁ F G Ht P 33 81 181 1739 it vg syr? cop" 
arm eth al), and (Ὁ) the lack of any good reason to account for 
deletion of the words, had they been in the text originally. 





11.2 ὑμᾶς 

It was to be expected that, at the beginning of a new section 
and following ἐπαινῶ δὲ ὑμᾶς, many witnesses would inter 
polate ἀδελφοί (Ὁ F G K LW 33 88 104 326 623 915 1831 
it ve sy" goth eth»), If the word were present originally 
(as at 10.1 and 12.1, where no witness emits it), its absence 
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from p & A BC P 181 206 255 429 441 1758 1836 1898 1912 
cop™-* arm eth’? al would be inexplicable. (Compare also 15.31.) 


1110 ἐξουσίαν [ΑἹ 


The presumed meaning of the difficult ἐξουσίαν in this 
passage is given by the explanatory gloss κάλυμμα “a veil,” 
read by several versional and patristic witnesses (copt™™ 
arm? eth Valentinians®- t Tenses Ptolemyss. t Hrenecus 
Irenaeus Tertullian Jerome Augustine). 


11.24 εἶπεν 


The Textus Receptus, following C? K 1, P most minuscules 
syr®" goth eth, adds from Mt 26.26 the words λάβετε 
φάγετε. If these words were present originally in Paul's ac- 
count, no good reason can be found to explain their absence 
from p" 8 A Β Οὐ Ὁ F G 38 104 181* 218 424° 425 618 1906 
1912 it“ yg cop!” arm Cyprian Basil Cyril ‘Theodoret 
Chrysostom Euthalius John-Damascus. 


11.24 ὑμῶν [Β] 


‘The concise expression τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν, read by μα N* A B 
Ὁ" 6 88 424 1780" arm Origen Cyprian al, is characteristic 
of Paul's style, Attempts to explicate the meaning of the words 
resulted in the addition of various participles: (a) θρυπτόμενον 
(05); (b) κλώμενον (δ᾽ C Db G K P W 81 614 1739 Byz 
Lect it syr goth al), derived from the preceding ἔκλασεν; 
(0) διδόμενον (vg eop* eth uthalius, it™ quod tradidi pro 
vobis), assimilated to Lk 22.19, 


11.29 πίνων σῶμα [6] 





‘The meaning of the shorter text, which is preserved in the 
best witnesses (p 8* A B C* 88 1739 cop*" al), was clarified 
by adding ἀναξίως (from ver. 27) after πένων and τοῦ κυρίου 
after σῶμα (8° C? D GK P most minuscules it syr?--0"! goth 
arm al). In each instance there appears to be no good reason 
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to account for the omission if the word(s) had been present 
originally. 


12.9 ἐν τῷ ἑνὶ πνεύματι [Β] 

Although it could be argued that ἐνέ is a variation introduced 
for stylistic reasons to avoid the monotony of three successive 
instances of the phrase “the same Spirit,” the Committee, 
impressed by the diversified support for ἑνί (A B 33 81 104 
1739 it" vg Ambrose Speculum Hilary Basil al), regarded 
it more probable that copyists mechanically conformed évi 
to αὐτῷ (& Οὐ D* G K P 614 Byz Lect its yr? cop? arm 
al), Through an oversight in transcription p reads merely 
ἐν τῷ πνεύματι, and C* and W accidentally omit several words, 





13.3 καυχήσωμαι [6] 


Did Paul write ἵνα καυχήσωμαι (“that I may glory”) or 
ἵνα καυθήσομαι (“that I should be burned”)? To answer this 
question requires the evaluation of several very evenly balanced 
considerations. 

In support of the reading καυχήσωμαι one can appeal to 
external evidence that is both early and weighty (p# & A B 
6 33 69 1739* cop goth" Clement Origen Jerome and 
Greck mss" 15 4"), ‘Transcriptional considerations likewise 
favor καυχήσωμαι, for copyists, uncertain of Paul's meaning 
in linking the idea of glorying or boasting to the preceding 
clause about the giving up of one’s body, may well have sought 
to improve the sense by substituting the similar sounding word 
καυθήσομαι. Intrinsic considerations likewise seem to favor 
καυχήσωμαι, for this verb occurs frequently in the letters 

raditionally attributed to Paul (a total of 35 times). 

On the other hand, in support of καυθήσομαι (-σωμαι) 
here is an impressive number of witnesses, including C D 
ΕΠ K L Ψ most minuscules it vg syr?-* goth'* arm ethr?, 
and numerous patristic writers, including Tertullian Aphraates 
Cyprian Origen Basil Chrysostom Cyril Theodoret: Euthalius 
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Maximus-Confessor John-Damascus. It has been argued that 
in the context καυθήσομαι is as appropriate as καυχήσωμαι 
is inappropriate, for the reference to burning, whether by 
martyrdom (as the Three Hebrew Youths in Daniel 3.15 ff.) 
or by yoluntary self-burning, is particularly suitable us the 
strongest example of sacrifice; whereas, if the motive for 
giving up life is pride and self-glory, there is no need to 
declare that such sacrifice is worthless, and therefore Paul’s 
following statement, ἀγάπην δὲ μὴ ἔχω, becomes superfluous, 

A majority of the Committee preferred καυχήσωμαι for the 
following reasons. (a) After the Church entered the epoch of 
martyrdom, in which death by fire was not rare, it is easier 
to understand how the variant καυθήσομαι for καυχήσωμαι 
would creep into the text, than the opposite case. Likewise 
the passage in Daniel was well known in the Church and 
might easily have induced a copyist to alter καυχήσωμαι into 
καυθήσομαι. On the other hand, if the latter reading were 
original, there is no good reason to account for its being re- 
placed in the oldest copies by the other reading. _ 

(Ὁ) ‘The expression παραδῶ τὸ σῶμά μου Iva καυθήσομαι, 
though certainly tolerable in itself, is noticeably cumbersome 
(“I give up my body, that I may be burnt’); one would have 
expected, as a more natural expression, ἵνα καυθῇ (“.. that 
it may be burnt”). But in the case of καυχήσωμαι thi 
culty disappears, 

(©) The reading καυθήσωμαι (=future subjunctive!), while 
appenring occasionally in Byzantine times, is a grammati- 
eal monstrosity that cannot be attributed to Paul (Blass- 
Debrunner-Funk, § 28; Moulton-Howard, p. 219); occasionally, 
however, the future indicative after ἵνα occurs (Ga 24; 
Php 2.10-11) 

(d) The argument that. the presence of the statement, “that 
Imay glory,” destroys the sense of the passage loses some of its 
force when one observes that for Paul “glorying” is not in- 
variably reprehensible; sometimes he regards it as justified 
(2 Cor 8.24; Php 2.16; 1 Th 2.19; 2 Th 1.4). 
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13.183 πίστις... ταῦτα 

Α ἔων early witnesses (p% Clement Augustine) transpose 80 
fas to read in a much more commonplace sequence: τὰ τρία, 
ταῦτα, πίστις, ἐλπίς, ἀγάπη. 


14.19 πέντε λόγους τῷ νοΐ μου λαλῆσαι [Β] 

‘The earliest reading, strongly supported by a wide variety 
of good witnesses ((p®) 8 A B De P W 0243 (83) 81 630 1739 
ve (νι) cop" al), was elucidated by altering the dative 
to διὰ τοῦ νοός μου (K L 048 88 G14 629 Bye Lect itt (eyr*) 
al), and this in turn was mistakenly read as διὰ τοῦ νόμου 
(it®) or διὰ τὸν νόμον (Mareion). 


14.26 ἕκαστος 

The Textus Receptus, following δὴ D ee K eed 
minuscules it vg syr?" goth arm, adds ὑμῶν, Although it ean 
be argued that the shorter text (pt 8" A BP 38 81 206 429 
1175 1758 cop") was created by an Alexandrian editor who 
deleted the pronoun as superfluous, the Committee thought 
that, on the whole, the tendency of seribes would have been 
to add the pronoun (as in fact has happened in the ease of 
codex Sinaiticus). 


1434-35 include verses here [8] 

Several witnesses, cliiefly Western, transpose verses 34-35 
to follow ver, 40 (D F G 88* itt Ambrosiaster Sedulius 
Scotus); in eodex Fuldensis they were inserted by Victor of 
Capua in the margin after ver. 88, without, however, removing 
them from their place farther down. Such scribal alterations 
represent attempts to find a more appropriate location in the 
context for Paul's directive concerning women. 





14.34 γυναῖκες 
The ‘Textus Reveptus, following D F GK L many minus- 


cules it®* syre-t sit ele al, reads ὑμῶν after γυναῖκες. The 
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Committee regarded this as probably a seribal addition, 
and preferred the shorter text, which is strongly supported 
by pt" 8 AB C P Ψ 838 48 88 104 256 263 296 436 467 623 
915 1319 1739 1837 2127 vg cop™*“«r arm eth al. 


14.87 ἐστὶν ἐντολή {C} 


Although it can be argued that the shorter reading ἐστίν 
(D* G (it“*) Origent™'** Ambrosiaster Hilary Pelagius) is 
original and that the variety of positions of ἐντολή (ἐντολαί) 
condemns the word as an interpretative addition, the Com- 
mittee was reluctant to rely upon a small group of Western 
witnesses, some of which are obviously untrustworthy in 
neighboring verses, and preferred to adopt ἐστὶν ἐντολή, a 
reading supported by a variety of witnesses (p N° A B 048 
0243 88 1730 1881 syr cop’ eth Augustine). ‘The plural 
ἐντολαί (1)»5 K W 88 104 614 Byz Lect al) is obviously a 
copyist’s assimilation to the previous & ‘The omission in D* 
G al may be accidental. 


14.88 ἀγνοεῖται [Β] 


Although the external evidence may at first sight seem to 
favor ἀγνοείτω (p* BK W 81 614 syr* arm eth al), several 
important representatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, 
and the Palestinian texts unite to support the indicative 
(s* A Der 33-1739 itt sye™™ cop™ tele Origent*). The 
alteration between active and passive forms of the same verb 
accords with Paul’s usage in 82-3, whereas the use of the 
imperative form may have been suggested by Re 22.11. In 
any case, the imperative gives a less forceful meaning than 
ἀγνοεῖται. The reading of De (ἀγνοεῖτε) is by itacism for 
ἀγνοεῖται (€ and ac were pronounced alike). 


14.39 τὸ λαλεῖν μὴ κωλύετε γλώσσαις [Ὁ] 


It is obvious that the readings which place γλώσσαις next 
to λαλεῖν are secondary improvements introduced for the 
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sake of clarity. On the other hand, it is much more difficult 
to decide whether τό was dropped because of editorial parsimony 
characteristic of Alexandrian philology (p# B cop*"™) or was 
added in order to parallel the previous articular infinitive. 
Still more difficult is the question whether it was Paul or 
subsequent seribes who prefixed ἐν to γλώσσαις. Since Paul’s 
usage elsewhere is to construe γλώσσῃ or Ὑλώσσαις directly 
with λαλεῖν, a majority of the Committee preferred the reading 
of ΝΑ P 88 81 326 1241 1962 al. 


14.40 γινέσθω {B} 
See the comments on verses 34-35. 


15.5 δώδεκα 

Instead of recognizing that δώδεκα is used here as an official 
designation, several witnesses, chiefly Western, have introduced 
the pedantic correction ἕνδεκα (D* F G 330 464" it. vg syr"™* 
goth Archelaus Eusebius Ambrosiaster Jerome Pelagius msst 
te Auostise John-Damascus). Compare the similar correction 


at Ac 1.26. 


15.10 [ἡ] σὺν ἐμοί {C} 

The reading ἡ εἰς ἐμὲ (p# syr®™* goth Theodoret) is an 
assimilation to the expression in the first part of the verse. 
It is more difficult to decide whether ἡ was accidentally omitted 
from several witnesses (N* B D* F G 1789 it vg) or mechanically 
inserted in other witnesses. In order to represent the balance 
of probabilities a majority of the Committee decided to retain 
ἡ enclosed within square brackets. 


15.14 ὑμῶν [ΟἹ 

Although several important witnesses (including B De* 33 
81 330 1739) read ἡμῶν, this may be either itacism for ὑμῶν. 
or mechanical assimilation to the previous ἡμῶν. In any case, 
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the context seems to require “your faith” as a correlative τὸ 
‘our preaching”; compare also ἡ πίστις ὑμῶν in ver. 17, 
where the reading is firm. 


15.31 ὑμετέραν 


Not understanding ὑμετέραν (ρ & Β Ὁ F G K L P most 
minuscules it vg syr?-" cops *y goth arm al) several wit. 
nesses (including A 1 38 69 206 221 378 385 489 1108 1245 
1 1611 1831 2143 eth) substitute ἡμετέραν, which perhaps 
appeared to be required by ἣν ἔχω. 





15.31 [ἀδελφοί,] [ΟἹ 


On the one hand, the absence of ἀδελφοί from p* DF 
G LW 1739 Byz Lect it* is surprising, just as the presence 
of the word in an affectionate asseverution is to be expected. 
On the other hand, however, beeause of strong external support 
for inelusion of the word (8 A B 33 81 104 330 1241 it~ 
vg syr! goth arm), the Committee was reluetant to drop it 
from the text altogether, and finally decidled to enelose it within 
square brackets. Compare also the comments on 11.2. 


15.471 ἄνθρωπος (2) {A} 


_ The reading that best accounts for the origin of the others 
is ἄνθρωπος, supported by a strong combination of early and 
good witnesses representing several text-types (8* B.C D* G 





38 1789" itt ve cop'* al). ‘The insertion of ὁ κύριος (Mareion 
preferred κύριος as a substitute for ἄνθρωπος) is an obvious 


gloss added to explain the nature of “the man from heay 
(we A De K P W 81 104 614 1739" Byz Lect ὅντιν 
goth arm al); if this were original there is no reason why it 
should have been omitted, The singular reading of p* (ἄνθρωπος 
πνευματικός) shows the influence of ver. 46, while the omission 

of eons (cop Cyril) is merely a transcriptional acci- 
ent. 
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15.49 φορέσομεν {C] 

Exegetical considerations (j.€., the context is didactic, not 
hortatory) led the Committee to prefer the future indicative, 
despite its rather slender external support (B 1 38 88 206 
910 999 1149 1518 1572 1881 syr? eop* eth al) 











15.51 οὐ κοιμηθησόμεθα, πάντες δὲ ἀλλαγησόμεθα {A} 


‘The reading which hest explains the origin of the others is 
that preserved in B ΤῈ K PW 81 614 Bye Lect syr?-" cops 
goth eth al, Because Paul and his correspondents had died, the 
statement πάντες οὗ κοιμηθησόμεθα seemed (0 call for correc 
tion. The simplest alteration was to transfer the negative to 
the following clause (ΝΣ (A*) C 38. 1780 it arm eth al). That 
‘as an early modification is shown by the artificial con- 
in p# Ae Origen; οὖν in GX" may have 
ional blunder, oy being read as ΟὟ, 
‘The most radical alteration, preserved in several Western 
witnesses (D* it! yg Marcion Tertullian al), replaces Koi- 
μηθησόμεθα with ἀναστησόμεθα, a reading which apparently 
‘arose to counteraet (gnostic?) denials of the general resurre 
tion. 














this: 
flation of both read 
arisen from a transe 


















15.54 ὅταν δὲ τὸ φθαρτὸν τοῦτο ἐνδύσηται ἀφθαρσίαν 
καὶ τὸ θνητὸν τοῦτο ἐνδύσηται ἀθανασίαν [ΟἹ 

‘Vhe shorter reading, ὅταν δὲ τὸ θνητὸν τοῦτο ἐνδύσηται τὴν 
ἀθανασίαν, supported, with trifling variations, by several 
important witnesses (p* 8* OS8 O121a 0243 1739* it" vg 
cop"! goth eth Marcion Irenaeus" al), probably: arose 
accidentally through an oversight in copying, oceasioned 
by homoeoarcton or homocoteleuton. The readings of A 326 
cop™ arm stem to have arisen when the oversight was noticed, 
but the omitted clause was restored in the wrong sequence 
‘The omission of the entire verse (F G 614* 1877* itt cop’) 

explained from homoroteleuton with ver. 
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15.55 νῖκος; ποῦ σου, θάνατε, τὸ κέντρον; {B} 


‘Two sets of variant readings are involved, both connected 
with the fact that in Ho 13.14 the Septuagint differs from the 
Hebrew. The sequence vikos . . . κέντρον, strongly supported 
by p* N* B C 1739** yg cop al, is to be preferred to 
the reverse sequence, which arose from seribal assimilation to 
the text of the Septuagint. The reading g5n (δ. Ac K P W 88 
104 614 Byz syr?* goth arm al) is also an assimilation to the 
Septuagint; Paul never uses Gdns. The reading of ρα B νεῖκος 
(“strife, dispute”) is an itacistie error, having arisen from the 
similarity of pronunciation of εἰ and ¢. 





16.19 Πρίσκα 


‘The Textus Reeeptus, following AC DF GK LP 
most minuseules syr?* eth, reads Πρίσκιλλα, a diminutive 
form familiar from the book of Acts (18.2, 18, 26). In the 
Pauline letters, however, the form Πρίσκα is to be preferred, 
which in the present passage is supported by p" (IIpeoxas) 
Ν᾽ B M P 33 226 vg cop" goth. See also the comments on 
Ro 16.3 and 2 Tm 4.19. After ᾿Ακύλας καὶ Πρίσκα several 
Western witnesses (D F G goth Pelagius) add the gloss wap’ 
ols (F G ols) καὶ ξενίζομαι (“with whom also T am lodging”). 


16.23 "Incod 


‘The Textus Receptus, following NA CD FG KLM 
most minuscules, including 6 424 920 1739, ittx* yr 
cop's arm eth, reads Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. The shorter reading 
᾿ησοῦ, which is supported by 8* B 2 33 35 226 356 442 823 
1611 1908 2004 vg goth al, is to be preferred. In view of 
the presence of the longer reading in other Pauline benedictions 
(Ro 16.24; 2 Cor 13.13; Ga 6.18; Php 4.23; 1 Th 5.28; 2 Th 
3.18; Phm 25), as well as the natural proclivity of seribes to 
expand the sacred name, it is perhaps remarkable that any 
witnesses should have resisted such pressures. 


& 
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16.24 ᾿]ησοῦ. {C} 

After Ἰησοῦ (B O121a 0243 838 630 1789* 1881 ite yr” 
cop™ Ambrosiaster Euthalius) the liturgical ἀμήν is added in 
most witnesses (8 A Ὁ Ὁ K P Ψ most minuscules and most 
versions al). Other singular or sub-singular variations occur in 
several of the Inter witnesses. 


16.24 Subscription 

(a) The subscription in 8 A B C* 33 is πρὸς Κορινθίους ἃ. 
oie subscriptions include: (Ὁ) πρὸς Κορινθίους ἃ (D* adds 
ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Φιλίππων Maxedovlas) ἐπληρώθη Ὁ; (ὦ ére- 
λέσθη πρὸς Κορινθίου; ἃ F (πρώτη 6), add ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 
Ἐφέσου BY; (@) πρὸς Κορινθίους ἃ (1, 103 al add ἐπιστολή) 
ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Φιλίππων (add τῆς Μακεδονίας 242 al) διὰ 
Στεφανᾶ καὶ Poprovvdrov (Κ αἱ Φουρτ-) καὶ ᾿Αχαϊκοῦ καὶ 
Ῥιμοθέου K 1, many minuscules, followed by the Textus 
Receptus (with πρώτη for @); (6) as (4) but add ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 
᾿Εφέσου P al (462 al add τῆς "Aotas) 
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11 Χριστοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ 

‘The Textus Reeeptus, following A D GK LW most 
minuscules it!" vg syr? cop™ goth arm eth, reads ‘Inood 
Χριστοῦ. ‘The Committee preferred the sequence Χριστοῦ 
Ἰησοῦ, supported by p* 8 BM P 38 256 1108 1319 1611 
2005 vg" yr" cop’. ‘Through scribal oversight the words 
have been omitted from F, 














1.67 παρακλήσεως καὶ σωτηρίας" εἴτε παρακαλούμεθα, 
ὑπὲρ τῆς ὑμῶν παρακλήσεως τῆς ἐνεργουμένης ἐν 
ὑπομονῇ τῶν αὐτῶν παθημάτων ὧν καὶ ἡμεῖς 
πάσχομεν. (7) καὶ ἡ ἐλπὶς ἡμῶν βεβαία ὑπὲρ 
ὑμῶν, εἰδότες 18] 





‘The reading adopted as text is strongly support 
8 AC P W 0243. 1739. 1581 it? vg syr" cop“ 
alone gives the needed connection between ver. 6 and ver. 7 
‘The other main variant readings seem to have arisen when, 
through an oversight due to homoeoteleuton (παρακλήσεως 
lo mapaxdioews), the words καὶ σωτηρίας εἴτε παρακα- 
λούμεθά, ὑπὲρ τῆς ὑμῶν παρακλήσεως were accidentally 
‘omitted (as also happened in 81 104. 680) and afterwards 
wore written in the margin. A later copyist, in an ancestor of 
B (33) 1241, introduced the words at the beginning of ver. 7 
after βεβαία ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν and, in order to preserve the sense, 
transferred καὶ σωτηρίας to the end. Such a text also must Tie 
behind D (ΟἹ (Ix) 0209 (614) 2492 Byz Lect ite" goth al, 
in which, however, for reasons of symmetry, the words καὶ 
σωτηρίας have heen introduced after the first παρακλήσεως. 
The ‘Textus Receptus, whieh here is without known manu- 
script authority, reads παρακλήσεως καὶ σωτηρίας, τῆς ἐν- 


ἐργουμένης ἐν ὑπομονῇ τῶν αὐτῶν παθημάτων ὧν καὶ ἡμεῖς 


dl by (pt) 
eth aly it 
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πάσχομεν" εἴτε παρακαλούμεθα, ὑπὲρ τῆς ὑμῶν παρακλή- 
σεως καὶ σωτηρίατ' καὶ ἡ ἐλπὶς ἡμῶν βεβαία ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν" (7) 
εἰδότες 2. 


1.10 τηλικούτου θανάτου {D} 


‘The text is doubtful. On the one hand, the weight of the 
external evidence seems to favor the singular τηλικούτου 
θανάτου (8 A BC De Ge K P W 33 614 1730* Bye Lect 
cop arm Clement al). On the other hand, the oldest known 
witness (p*) reads the plural τηλικούτων θανάτων, an expres- 
sion which, according to Zuntz (The Tezt of the Epistles, p. 104), 
“bears the stamp of genuine Pauline diction; ef, ib, xi.23 and 
vidff.... The singular clearly arose from the pedantic idea 
that no one could risk more than one death.” A majority of the 
Committee was impressed by the preponderance of external 
evidence in support of the singular number, and considered 
that the plural may have originated from a desire to heighten 
the intensity of the account, particularly since Paul himself 
refers to more than one deliverance (‘has delivered ... and 
will deliver”) 





(For the reasons indieated by Zuntz the plural seems pre- 
ferable. It is the harder reading, that of the oldest Greck 
witnosses and of most Old Latin manuscripts. A.W.] 


1.10 καὶ ῥύσεται [0] 

In view of the following ῥύσεται the words καὶ ῥύσεται, 
strongly supported by p# 8 Β C P 33 itt vg cop arm al, 
seemed to some scribes to be superfluous and were therefore 
omitted (A D* & it** syr> eth); other scribes altered the 
first ῥύσεται to ῥύεται (De G# K 614 1739 1881 Bye Lect syn" 
ai), thus producing the sequence of past, present, and future. 


110. [ὅτι] καὶ ἔτι {C} 


A majority of the Committee regardéd the rise of variations 
in the witnesses as due to the presence of a threefold sequence 
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οἵ particles (ὅτι καὶ ἔτι), one or another of which was dropped 
by copyists for stylistic reasons. Nevertheless, because of the 
weight of the combination of p* B De 1739 in attesting καὶ 
tre without ὅτι, it was decided to enclose the latter within 
square brackets, 

Ti the text is read without ὅτι a full stop should be placed 
after ἠλπίκαμεν. 


LAL ἡμῶν 2) {C} 

‘The Committee preferred the reading ἡμῶν, which is ade- 
quately supported by ἃ variety of witnesses (pt 8 A Ὁ D* 
Ὁ Ψ 1739 Old Latin vg syr®* cop**™ goth arm al). The reading 
ὑμῶν (p** Β ΤῈ K P 614 ai), which is almost unintelligible in 
the context, is a scribal blunder, originating from the cireum- 
stance that in later Greek ἢ and v were pronouneed alike, 


1.1) ἁπλότητι [0] 

It is difficult to decide between ἁγιότητι and ἁπλότητι, 
either of which could be easily confused with the other 
(ἁγιότητι and ἁπλότητι). Although the reading ἁγιότητι 
has strong and early support (p# 8* A B C 88 1739 al), a ma- 
jority of the Committee favored the Western and Byzantine 
reading ἁπλότητι (μ΄ D G O14 Bye Lect itt" vg syne 
goth) because (a) the context seems to require ἃ, word mean- 
ing “simplicity” rather than “holiness”; (b) the word ἁπλό- 
τῆς ocours ἃ number of times in 2 Cor (8.2; 9.11, 13; 11.3): 
and (0) the word ἁγιότης is never used elsewhere by Paul. 
"The readings πραότητι (88 635) and σλπάγχνοις (eth) are 
secondary variations that presuppose ἁπλότητι. 


1.14 τοῦ κυρίου [ἡμῶν {C} 

“Although usually the longer readings that involve the sacred 
names are suspect as seribal expansions, in the present ease a 
majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the ex- 
pression, “our Lord Jesus,” not being a customary liturgieal 
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formula, is probably to be attributed to Paul rather than to a 
copyist. Owing, however, to the balance in weight of the external 
evidence for and against the presence of ἡμῶν, it was decided 
to enclose the pronoun within square brackets. 





1.15 χάριν [0] 

The reading χαράν (N¢ Β΄1, P 88 614 915 2005 cop al) 
appears to be a scribal modifieation of χάριν (ΜΚ A C DG K 
Ψ 33 1739 Byz Lect it vg syr?-> cop™ arm), perhaps under the 
influence of 2.3. 


11 Ναὶ vai καὶ τὸ Οὗ οὔ 





Although it can be argued that the shorter reading Nai καὶ 
τὸ Ob (p! 424° vg Pelagius) is original and that all other 
witnesses were expanded in aceord with Mt 5.37 and Jas 5.12, 
it is more probable that the shorter reading is the result of 
seribal assimilation to ver. 18. 





21 γάρ [ΟἹ 

Although γάρ has rather limited support (p* B 31 38 1739 
itt syr-¥*! cop" al), a majority of the Committee pre- 
ferred it to δὲ (8 A C Des (De re) GK P Ψ 614 most Old 
Latin vg syr? al), because 2.1 is neither a mere addition nor & 
contrasting statement to the preeeding, but supplies the reason 
for Paul’s delay in visiting the Corinthians (1.23 f.). 





3.17 μᾶλλον ὑμᾶς {C} 

Although it can be argued that the original reading was 
ὑμᾶς (A B syr° eth Jerome) and that μᾶλλον was inserted by 
scribes before ὑμᾶς (p 8 Ο K L P 081 almost all minuscules 
it“ vg syr* cop arm Speculum al) or after ὑμᾶς (Ὁ G 
3 it« goth Theodoret), in view of the weight of evidence 
the Committee thought it more probable that μᾶλλον was cci- 
dentally omitted in a few manuscripts and was subsequently 
added after ὑμᾶς. 
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2.9 εἰ {By 

‘The omission of εἰ by pt 436 2495 is accidental, occasioned 
by the juxtaposition of εἰ and els. The reading ἡ (“whereby”), 
which is narrowly supported (A B 88), may have arisen as a 
mere orthographic variant (in later Greek ef and # were pro- 
nounced alike). The reading ὡς (460 1836 cop?) may have 
originated through palaeographieul confusion (γ μώειεις); in 
any case its external support is negligible, while εἰ is strongly 
supported by 8 CD GK LO P Ψ 614 1739 Bye Lect it vg 
syr®*r! cop goth arm. 


3.117 πολλοί [ΟἹ] 

On the basis of 8 A ΒΟ K P Ψ 88 1780 Bye it" vg 
cop eth al the Committee preferred the reading πολλοί. 
The reading λοιποί, supported by p* De Ger 326 614 Lect 
syr®" arm Marcion al, appears to be of Western origin; in 
any case, however, of λοιποί seems to be too offensive an 
expression for Paul to have used in the context. 


3.2 ἡμῶν (2) {C} 

Although ὑμῶν is read by several witnesses (8 33 88 436 
1881 eth”), in view of the overwhelming support for ἡμῶν 
(pA BCD GK P Ψ 614 1739 Byz Lect it ve syr™™ cop 
goth arm), as well as Paul’s statement in 7.3, the Committee 
adopted the first person possessive pronoun, which seems to 
be demanded by the context. 


3.8 καρδίαις 

In view of the awkward apposition of καρδίαις to πλαξίν, 
the genitive singular καρδίας, found in several witnesses (F 
K 2 489 1912 al it vg syr* cop goth arm—though the 
testimony of the versions counts but little in this kind of 
variation), and incorporated in the Textus Receptus, must be 
regarded as an obvious scribal amelioration, 
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8.9. τῇ διακονίᾳ {C} 


A majority of the Committee, impressed by the weight of 
the external evidence supporting τῇ διακονίᾳ, was inclined to 
regard the nominative as due to seribal assimilation to the 
preceding (and following) δεακονία. 





3.17 ἐλευθερία 


In order to provide a correlative for οὗ the Textus Receptus, 
following 8° D>* F GK LP W most minuscules it’* vg 
syr® cop™ goth ann eth, inserts ἐκεῖ before ἐλευθερία. The 
shorter reading is decisively supported by p# 8* A B C D* 33 
424° 1912 it’ syr? cop*; furthermore, the use of ἐκεῖ to balance 
of is apparently not in Paul’s style, ef. Ro 4.15; 5.20. 





4.5 ᾿Ιησοῦν (2) [0] 


Good representatives of both the Alexandrian and the 
Western texts (A**” B De Gtr) join in support of the reading 
Ἰησοῦν. An early variant reading, Ἰησοῦ, also makes good 
sense, but is slightly less well supported (p* ΜΚ Ac C 33 
1739 it" yg cop'% Marcion). The other readings, which 
involve the word “Christ,” are obviously secondary. 


4.8. [σοῦ] Χριστοῦ 


‘There are three variants: (a) Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, read by 
p®N CHK L P 049 056 075 0142 0209 most minuscules syr”" 
cop goth arm al; (Ὁ) Χριστοῦ, read by A B 33 1780" cop™ 
arm*** Marcion Tertullian Origen Ephraem Athanasius Chrysos- 
tom al; and (c) Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ, read by D F G 6 206 630 
1739 1758 1881 1898 it4* vg al. On the basis of what was re- 
garded as superior external support, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. At the same 
time, in view of the evidence supporting the shorter reading, 
it was decided to enclose Ἰησοῦ within square brackets. 
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[The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
Χριστοῦ (ef. the same expression in 2.10), which has sig- 
nifieant, though limited support. Pious scribes could not resis 
adding Ἰησοῦ before or after Χριστοῦ; if Ἰησοῦ had been 
present in the text originally, no good reason can account for 
its absence from such manuscripts as A B 33 1739* as well as 
important versional and patristic witnesses. B.M.M. and A.W.] 





4.14 τὸν κύριον ᾿Ιησοῦν {C} 


A majority of the Committee was impressed by the diversity 
of the witnesses supporting the presence of κύριον (8 CD 
G KL Ψ 88 614 Bye Lect it syr* cop goth eth al), 
and explained the shorter reading as an assimilation to Ro 
8.118. The other readings are obvious seribal, expansions, 


(Due consideration should be given to the weight of the 
evidence supporting the shortest reading: ρα B and 88 are 
strong Alexandrian witnesses; 1739 and Origen are Caesarean; 
it” vg and Tertullian are Western; and cop" and arm 
are proof of still wider dissemination of the reading τὸν 
"Inaoiv. ‘The likelihood that all of these text-types would have 
undergone seribal assimilation to Ro 8.11 is not nearly so 
great ax the ever-present tendency of pious seribes to expand 
by adding xiptor—as, in fact, ἡμῶν and Χριστὸν also were 
added later. The word κύριον should therefore not stand in 
the text. B-M.M_] (Or, if it is admitted into the text, it should 
be enclosed within square brackets. C.M.M.] 











8.8 ἐκδυσάμενοι [Ὁ] 

Itis difficult to decide between ἐνδυσάμενοι and ἐκδυσάμενοι. 
On the one hand, from the standpoint of extemal attestation 
the former ‘reading is to be preferred. On the other hand, 
nternal considerations, in the opinion of a majority of the 
Committee, decisively favor the latter reading, for with éy- 
δυσάμενοι the apostle’s statement is banal and even tauto- 
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logous, whereas with ἐκδυσάμενοι it is characteristically vivid 
and paradoxical (“inasmuch as we, though unelothed, shall 
not be found naked”). The reading ἐκλυσάμενοι probably 
arose through palaeographical confusion when εκὰ- was 
taken as €KA~, 











[In view of its superior external support the reading é~ 
δυσάμενοι should be adopted, the reading ἐκδυσάμενοι being 
an early alteration to avoid apparent tautology. B.M.M.) 





517 καινά [BY 


Since the following sentence begins with τὰ δὲ πάντα, one 
could argue that the original reading was καινὰ τὰ πάντα 
(De K P 629 Byer* Lect sye* goth eth?? Marcion al) and that 
the reading καινά originated when the eye of a scribe a 
dentally passed over the first τὰ πάντα, Such an explanation, 
however, does not account for the reading τὰ πάντα καινά, 
and it also pays insufficient, attention to the age and character 
of the witnesses that support the shorter reading καινά (p* 
NBC D* G 1739 itt vg syr®. cop. arm eth? Clement 
Origen). In view of the following τὰ δὲ πάντα, it was perhaps 
natural that copyists should enhance the meaning of καινά 
by prefixing or by adding τὰ πάντα. 





8.18. ἡμεῖς γὰρ ναὸς θεοῦ ἐσμεν [6] 

The reading ἡμεῖς... ἐσμεν, strongly supported by both Alex- 
andrian and Western witnesses (8* B D* 33 81* it* cops 
al), is to be preferred to duets... ἐστε (p* C ΤῈ G K Ψ 614 
Bye Lect it# vg syr’- goth arm al), since the latter read- 
ing was very naturally suggested by the recollection of 1 Cor 
3.16 as well as by the context (verses 14 and 17), while there 
was no reason for putting ἡμεῖς... ἐσμεν in its stead. The 
plural ναοί (8* 0243 1739 Clement Augustine) is a pedantic 
correction, 
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7.8 βλέπω [γάρ] [Ὁ] 


Because of preponderant attestation a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading βλέπω γάρ, and explained the 
tise of variations as attempts to clear the construction. Thus, 
copyists rightly sensed that a new portion of the discourse 
begins with εἰ καὶ μετεμελόμην (whence B inserts δέ after’ ef 
85. an adversative conjunction), and therefore the main clause 
was taken to begin either at βλέπω, with the consequent omis- 
sion of γάρ, or at νῦν χαίρω, with the substitution of the 
participial form βλέπων as a. gloss for βλέπω γάρ. 

On the other hand the minority of the Committeo explained 
the rise of the variants in another way. Since the readi 
βλέπω (which is attested by a notable combination of wit: 
nesses) involves a typically Pauline anacoluthon, one ean 
understand that copyists would have been inelined to relieve 
the syntax either by substituting βλέπων or by adding γάρ, 

In view of the uncertainty in the evaluation of the evidenee, 
it was thought best to retain γάρ enclosed within square 
brackets. 











8.7 ἡμῶν ἐν ὑμῖν [0] 

On the basis of the testimony of several early witnesses 
(> B 4739 it’ cop Origen! Ephraem) a majority of the 
Committee felt a slight preference for the variant ἡμῶν ἐν 
ὑμῖν, because it is the more difficult reading, At the same timo, 
it must be acknowledged that the reading ὑμῶν é ἡμῖν, which 
superficially is more appropriate in the context, had very wide 
circulation in the early church (ΝΣ CD G ΚΡ Ψ 81 614 Bye 
Lect it4-«" vg syr* goth eth al). 


8.19 σύν [Ὁ] 


Tt is most difficult to decide between ἐν (Β ΟΡ 38 1780 
YE sy" cop™** arm eth) and σύν (p 8 Ὁ GK Ψ 614 Bye 
Lect itt syrh goth). Although σύν may have been intro- 
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duced in order to accord with συνέκδημος, a majority of 
the Committee thought it more probable that the unusual 
combination of σύν with an inanimate object led copyists to 
substitute ἐν, 


8.34. ἐνδεικνύμενοι. 


Since it is now generally recognized by New ‘Testament 
grammariahs that, in accordance with Semitie idiom, ocea- 
sionally the Greek participle functions as the imperative mood,! 
the Committee preferred ἐνδεικνύμενοι, supported, as it is, by 
representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts 
(B D* EF G 33 181 1898), If the original reading had been 
ἐνδείξασθε (8 C DY K L P almost all minuseules and many 
versions—although in such a case the evidence of the versions 
counts for very little), there is no reason why it should have 
been altered to the participial construction; on the other hand, 
however, it is easy to understand that copyists, unacquainted 
with the Semitic idiom, would change the participle to the 
finite verb. 





9.4 λέγω {CO} 

A majority of the Committee preferred to adopt, the reading 
λέγω, supported by p* C* D G itt eops™ goth, and ex- 
plained λέγωμεν asa seribal assimilation to the preceding 
καταισχυνθῶμεν ἡμεῖς. Elsewhere in the context, Paul uses the 
first person singular (verses 1, 2, 3, and 5). 

9.12 εὐχαριστιῶν {B} i 

‘The overwhelming weight of evidence supports εὐχαριστιῶν 
(& BCDGKP Ψ 81 614 1739 Byz Lect it vg syr™* cop=”* 
goth). The readings with the accusative ease after διά, whether 


1 Cl, Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 468, 2; C.F. D. Moule, An Jdiom-Book 
of New Testament Greek, pp. 179f; Moulton-Turner, p. 343 (with 
bibliography). 
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εὐχαριστίαν (ρ΄ (eth) Cyprian Augustine) or εὐχαριστίας 
(arm Ambrosiaster), are scribal assimilations to the construc- 
tion in ver. 11 


10.12-13 οὐ συνιᾶσιν. ἡμεῖς δέ [0] 


The absence of οὐ συνιᾶσιν. ἡμεῖς dé in several witnesses of 
the Western text (D* G itt Ambrosiaster Vigilius Sedulius 
Scotus) is doubtless the result of an accident in transcription, 
when the eye of ἃ copyist passed from of to οὐκ and omitted 
the intervening words. The reading ἡμεῖς δέ (429 vg Ephraem 
Pelagius) appears to be an imperfect restoration of the short- 
ened text. The reading of συνίσασιν. ἡμεῖς δέ (8* 88) is 
an obvious orthographical error, which produces the sense 
“they compare themselves with themselves without under- 
standing (that they do so]. But we...” In deciding between 
the alternative spellings of the verb, the Committee preferred 
to follow the testimony of ρ΄ N° B Hv 33.1739 al. 








11.3 ἀπὸ τῆς ἁπλότητος [καὶ τῆς ἁγνότητος] [ΟἹ 


In this set of variant readings the external evidence and 
the transcriptional probabilities are susceptible of quite diverse 
interpretations. On the one hand, assuming that the reading 
ἀπὸ τῆς ἁπλότητος καὶ τῆς ἁγνότητος (pM NY Β Ὁ 33 
cop goth eth) is original, scribal 
oversight occasioned by homocotcleuton (ότητος and -6r770s) 
can easily account for the readings ἀπὸ τῆς ἁπλότητος (N° 
De HK Ρ Ψ 614 1739 Bye Lect vg syr?* arm) and ἀπὸ 
τῆς ἀγνότητος (Lucifer Ambrose Augustine Vigilius). It is 
more difficult to account for the reversed order of words in 
the reading ἀπὸ τῆς ἁγνότητος καὶ τῆς ἁπλότητος (D* it! 
Epiphanius), although it may be the result of mere inattention 
on the part ‘of copyists. 

On the other hand, the several readings may also be in- 
terpreted us modifications of an original ἀπὸ τῆς ἁπλότητος 
in the following manner. In order to explain ἁπλότητος in 
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terms of the marvinge symbolism of ver. 2 (παρθένον ἀγνήν), 
in an early copy someone wrote ἁγνότητος in the margin as a 
gloss, and later copyists introduced the word into the text, 
either before or after ἀπλότητος. It is more difficult to account. 
for the reading ἀπὸ τῆς ἁγνότητος, although the witnesses 
(apparently all of them are patristic) may have had special 
interests that led them to quote only one part of the con- 
fluted text. 

In view of the age and character of such witnesses as p# 
N* B 33, the Committee retained the longer reading in 
the text, but in deference to the testimony of 8 ΤῈ H K PY 
614 1739 αἱ they enclosed καὶ τῆς ἀγνότητος within square 
brackets, 


11.32 πιάσαι pe {C} 


Although support for the reading πιάσαι με is not extensive, 
its quality is impressive (B _D* it" vg syr? cop arm). If 
inal, its omission would be difficult to ac- 
count for; on the other hand, its insertion at various positions 
can be explained as the work of copyists in the interest of 
stylistic amelioration. 





12.1 καυχᾶσθαι δεῖ [ΟἹ 


‘The difficulty of understanding the meaning of the verse led 
at an early date to various scribal mendations. ‘The original 
text appears to be preserved in p B De G P 33 81 614 1739 
it syr™ goth. (See also the comment on the following set 
of variant readings.) 


13.1 συμφέρον μέν {C} 

‘The Committee preferred the reading supported by p#8 BG" 
33. 1739 vg cop™™, for the other readings, when considered 
tn the light of the variants earlier in the verse, seem to be the 
result of attempts to ameliorate the style and syntax, 
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12.3 χωρίς 

The earliest reading appears to be χωρίς (p* Β D* Meth- 
odius**- t Fvivianims), which, under the influence of ver. 2, was 
changed in other witnesses to ἐκτός. 





12.6 ἀκούει [τι} 

On the one hand, the shorter reading, ἀκούει, is supported 
by ἃ strong combination of witnesses (8* B De Fe G 33 424° 
itt vg syr? cop arm). On the other hand, however, it is 
easy to see why τὶ (p# δε D* K L ΡΨ 104 326 itt syr® 
goth) should have been dropped by copyists as superfluous 
and disturbing to the syntax. To indicate this balance of con- 
siderations, the Committee decided to retain the word enclosed 
within square brackets. 


12.7 διό {Dj} 

Although διό is absent from such important witnesses as 
p® DW 88 614 itt" yg syr?" cop® goth, the Committee pre- 
ferred to retain the word in the text as the more dificult 
reading, attested, as it is, by Alexandrian and other witnesses 
(Ὁ A B G 33 81 1739 ite Ruthalius). The excision of the con- 
junction seems to have occurred when copyists mistakenly 
began ἃ new sentence with καὶ τῇ ὑπερβολῇ τῶν ἀποκαλύψεων, 
instead ‘of taking these words with the preceding sentence. 








12.7 ἵνα μὴ ὑπεραίρωμαι (2) [ΟἹ 

Several important witnesses (N* AD G 33 620" itt* vg 
eth al) omit the second occurrence of these words as un- 
necessary and superfiuous; they are well supported, however 
(p* Β Ψ 81 614 1729 syr" cop goth arm), and the repeti- 
tion has special emphasis in the context. 


12.9 ἡ γὰρ δύναμις 
The Textus Receptus, following δ A? Db< EK ΤΡ most 
minuseules sy cop’ arm, reads ἡ γὰρ δύναμίς μου. The 
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possessive pronoun, which is absent from κτλ 8* A* B D* 
F G 424° it vg copt goth eth al, seems to have been added 
by copyists for the sake of perspicuity. 


12.9 τελεῖται 


On the basis of external support (X* A B D* F G 623) the 
Committee preferred τελεῖται to τελειοῦται (Ν- ΤῈ EK L P 
almost all minuseules). 


12.10 καί {C} 


In view of four preceding instances of ἐν in the series the 
Committee thought it more likely that copyists would have 
changed καί (supported by ρα 8* B 104 326 1175 1838 al) to 
ἐν (supported by 8° A D Ὁ K P ¥ 33 614 1241 al) than vice 
versa. The reading καὶ ἐν is a conflation (0243 680 1739 1881). 


12.15 εἰ {B} 


In order to give added emphasis the Textus Receptus, 
following 8° De K LP most minuseules vg syr?-" goth arm 
eth, adds καί after εἰ, The reading εἰ is strongly 
by μ᾿ ΝΡ A B Ge 33-4 copste.4, The omis 
several Western witnesses (D* it?" Ambrosiaster) may be 
due either to un accident in transcription or to deliberate 
scribal modification. 








12.15 ἀγαπῶν), ἧσσον ἀγαπῶμαι; [Οἱ 


It is difficult to decide between ἀγαπῶν (p* 8 BD GK PT 
81 88 614 1739 al) and ἀγαπῶ (8* A 33 104* 330 451 al), each 
of which ean be explained on palacographical grounds as arising 
from cither adding or dropping ν before ἢ (apamw(N)HCCON). 
‘The more difficult reading is the participial form, which de- 
mands that the reader supply mentally the finite verb iyi 
(nowhere else does Paul make this kind of demand on the 
reader). In order to represent the preponderance of external 
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evidence, a majority of the Committee preferred ἀγαπῶν, but 
in view of internal considerations it was thought advisable 
to enclose ν within square brackets. 





13.19 πάλαι 


The Textus Receptus, following 8° D& K L Ρ Ψ 104 326 
642 1835 ite syr®* cop goth arm, reads the easier πάλιν, 
‘The more difficult reading πάλαι is strongly supported by 
p* (ob πάλαι) R* A B F Ge" 33 330 424° 1319 1845 2127 


it’ vg. 


12.20 ἔρις 

In many witnesses the singular number ἔρις (p 8 A 33 1611 
1739 2005 syr? arm) has been changed to ἔρεις (Β 1) FG 
K LP ¥ most minuscules it vg δ τὴ cop™ goth) so as to con- 
form with the following plurals. 


12.20 ζῆλος 

‘The singular number ζῆλος, which is strongly supported 
by p* A B D* F Ὁ 88 326 1874 syr® goth arm, has been changed 
to ζῆλοι in many witnesses (8 DY K L P most minuscules 
it vg syr® cot) 60 as to conform with the following plurals. 


13.2 νῦν 


‘The Textus Receptus, following 1). Εἰ ΚΤ, P ¥ most minus- 
cules syr™ cop™ goth arm, adds γράφω. Since there is no 
reason why, if present originally, the word should have been 
omitted, the shorter text, strongly supported by p* 8 A B 
D* F G 88 424° 1906 it" vg eth”, is to be preferred. 





13.4 ἐν αὐτῷ {B} 


Under the influence of the following σὺν αὐτῷ, several 
witnesses replace ἐν αὐτῷ with σὺν αὐτῷ (8 A F G 1811 2495 
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ite syr” cop arab). In other witnesses an inverse assimila- 
tion has occurred, the phrase σὺν αὐτῷ being replaced by ἐν 
αὐτῷ (p*"* D* 33 its), ‘The text adopted (ἐν αὐτῷ) is 
strongly supported by B Ὁ K P Ψ 0243 33 614 1739 Byz Lect 
i048 vy syr* cop" goth, 


18.18 ὑμῶν. 

As would be expected, the Textus Receptus, following = 
DE K P ¥ most minuseules it* yg syr’-* eop® goth arm, 
adds ἀμήν. The text (without ἀμήν) is decisively supported 
by p® 8* A B I G 88 90 424° ite vgn arm™ eth, 





18.18 Subscription 


(a) ‘The subscription in ρα 8* A ΒΝ 33 is πρὸς Κορινθίους 8. 
Other subscriptions include: (Ὁ) πρὸς Κορινθίους αὶ ἐγράφη 
ἀπὸ Φιλίππων Be P; (ὁ) τέλος τῆς πρὸς Κορινθίους B 
ἐπιστολῆς" ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Φιλίππων 642; (4) πρὸς Κορινθίους 
δευτέρα ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Φιλίππων διὰ Τίτου καὶ Λουκᾶ 1, αἱ; 
© πρὸς Κορινθίους B ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Φιλίππων τῆς Μακεδονίας 
διὰ Τίτου καὶ Λουκᾶ K al, followed by the Textus Receptus 
(with δευτέρα for B); (f) as (6) but concluding... διὰ Térov, 
Βαρναβᾶ, καὶ Λουκᾶ 201 205 200 328 337; (9) ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 
Φιλίππων τῆς Μακεδονίας διὰ Τίτου καὶ Λουκᾶ πρὸς Ko- 
ρινθίους β8ὶ ἐπιστολή Του α!έιανν. 
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1.8 πατρὸς ἡμῶν καὶ κυρίου {C} 

Although the sequence πατρὸς καὶ κυρίου ἡμῶν has rather 
strong external support (p**"” Β Ὁ G H K 88 614 1739 
Byz it vg syre-e! cop™™ goth arm al), a majority 
of the Committee preferred the sequence πατρὸς ἡμῶν καὶ 
κυρίου (8 A P W 33 81 326 1241 it® al) because it accords 
with Paul’s usage elsewhere (Ro 1.7; 1 Cor 1.3; 2 Cor 1.2; 
ph 1.2; Php 1 The apostle’s stereotyped for- 
mula was altered by copyists who, apparently in the interest 
of Christian piety, transferred the possessive pronoun so it 
would be more closely associated with “Lord Jesus Christ.” 

The other readings, involving the absence of the pronoun 
altogether (4* 43 206 234 319 424° 429 547 917 927 941 999 
1319 1758 1877 1891 al) und its presence after both πατρός 
and κυρίου (cop eth), must be regarded as secondary de- 
velopments in the transmission of the text. 











1.6. [Χριστοῦ] [Ὁ] 


‘The Committee found it difficult to decide whether transerip- 
tional probabilities or external evidence should be allowed 
the greater weight in choosing among the five variant readings, 
On the one hand, the absence of any genitive qualifying 
ἐν χάριτι (ρ΄ G He it* Marcion Tertullian Cyprian 
Ambrosiaster Marius Vietorinus Lueifer Ephraem Pelagius) has 
the appearance of being the original reading, which copyists 
supplemented by adding Χριστοῦ (ΡΠ 8 A BW 33 81 614 

vg sy"! cop’ goth arm al), or ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ 
or Χριστοῦ Ἴησοῦ (cop Jerome), or 











supported by only part of the Western 


a reading that 
580 
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tradition; therefore it was decided to print Χριστοῦ on the 
strength of its strong external support, but to enclose the 
word within square brackets out of deference to its omission 
by p*"“* and certain Western witnesses. 


1.8. εὐαγγελίζηται [ὑμῖν] [Ὁ] 


Since ὑμῖν is absent from several important witnesses (8* 
Ομ. Ψ ite Tertullian Cyprian Eusebius Ambrosiaster Marius 
Vietorinus Lucifer Cyril), and since it occurs before the verb in 
some witnesses and after it in others, a strong case can be made 
for the originality of the shorter text. On the other hand, how- 
ever, since the presence of the pronoun may seem to limit 
unnecessarily the range of the statement, copyists may have 
deleted it in order to make Paul's asseveration appliesble 
wherever he or an angel might preach. Because of these con- 
flicting considerations, a majority of the Committee preferred 
to print the pronoun after the verb (on the strength of pre- 
ponderant external evidence), but to enclose it within square 
brackets to indicate certain doubt about its originality. ‘The 
reading εὐαγγελίζηται has stronger and more diversified 
support than either εὐαγγελίζεται or εὐαγγελίσηται. 














1.15» εὐδόκησεν [ὁ Beds] [Ὁ] 


On the basis of preponderance of external testimony a 
majority of the Committee preferred the reading with ὁ θεός, 
yet, in view of the importance of the witnesses that lack the 
words, it was thought advisable to enclose them within square 
brackets, 





[The reading with ὁ θεός has every appearance of being a 
seribal gloss making explicit the implied subject of εὐδόκησεν, 
nor is there any good reason why the words should have been 
deleted if they had been original (the supposition that they 
were accidentally omitted is improbable in view of the diversified 
testimony supporting the shorter text). B.M_M. and A.W.) 
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118. Κηφᾶν 


‘The Textus Receptus, following δὲ D F G K L P and 
most minuscules, substitutes the more familiar Greek name 
Πέτρον. The Aramaic name Κηφᾶν is supported by p®# xt 
A B 33 424° 467 823 920 1739 1912 syrm-h™&™! eop-b> eth. 


(Gee also the comments on 2.9, 11, and 14.) 





3.1 πάλιν ἀνέβην [Β] 


Of the several variant readings, πάλιν ἀνέβην appears to be 
preferable, being supported by early and diversified wit 
nesses (p# 8 A BK P W 81 614 1739 vg syr™” cop" arm), 
whereas ἀνέβην πάλιν is supported by predominantly Western 
witnesses (D G itt goth eth Pelagius Jerome) and πάλιν 
ἀνῆλθον has only meager support (C Paschal Chronicle). The 
absence of πάλεν in several versional and patristic witnesses 
(cop Marcion Irenacus'** Tertullian Ambrosiaster Chrysos- 
tom Augustine) is either uecidental or the result. of seribal 
uncertainty concerning its precise significance in the context. 








2.5 οἷς οὐδέ (BY 


‘The omission of οἷς in several witnesses (syr? Marcion 
Greek juss! Amirosiaet Jophraem) was probably deliberate, 
in order to rectify the anacoluthon. Omission of οὐδέ, whether 
with or without omission of οἷς, is confined chiefly to Western 
witnesses (D* it* Marius Vietorinus Latin mss 2m Augus- 
tine Primasius Latin mss * Casioderss. Closdise), and seems to 
have oceurred when certain scribes thought it neeessary—in view 
of the apostle’s prineiple of accommodation (1 Cor 9.20-23)— 
to find here an analogue to the cireumeision of ‘Timothy 
(Ac 16.3). Since, however, the resulting meaning (“Because 
of the false brethren... I yielded for a brief time”) seems 
to be distinctly contrary both to the drift of the apostle’s 
argument and to his temperament, the Committee had little 
hesitation in adopting the reading οἷς οὐδέ, which is decisively 
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supported by all known Greck manuseripts except D* and by 
the preponderant weight of versional and patristic witnesses. 


2.9 ᾿Ιάκωβος καὶ Κηφᾶς καὶ ᾿Ιωάννης 

Several witnesses, chiefly Western, replace the Aramaic 
name Κηφᾶς with the more familiar Greek name Πέτρος 
(p® Ὁ F G it*** goth Mareion Origen" Marius Victorinus 
Ephraem Ambrosiaster Jerome); all but two of the same wit- 
nesses (not p* it) give more prominence to Peter by placing 
his name first in the series, thus also bringing together the 
familiar pair of names, James and John (this James, however, 
is not the son of Zebedee and the brother of John, who had 
been killed by Herod (Acts 12,2], but the brother of Jesus and 
leader of the Church at Jerusalem (Ga 1.19; Ac 15.13). (See 
also the comments on 1.18.) 


2.11 Κηφᾶς 


Instead of the Aramaic name Κηφᾶς, the Textus Receptus, 
following D F Ὁ ΚΤ, syr** goth Mareion Marius Vietorinus 
Chrysostom al, substitutes the more familiar Πέτρος. Κηφᾶς 
is strongly supported by 8 A B C H P 33 103 104 181 263 
424° 436 vg syr?"™* cop arm eth. (See also the comments 
on 1.18,) 


3.13. τινας {A} 


The singular number τίνα (p*"“ it*" Irenaeus), which 
seems to have originated along with the erroneous reading 
ἦλθεν (sve the following comment), is obviously the result of 
seribal oversight, 


8.18. ἦλθον [BY 

Although the reading ἦλθεν is supported by ἃ combination of 
good and ordinarily reliable witnesses (p" ΝΒ D* 38 330 
2492 al), the sense of the passage seems to demand the 
plural ἦλθον (A C De He K PW 81 614 1739 Byz Lect ἴδ’: 
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ve syr™ cops! goth arm al), The singular number ἦλθεν 
is probably due to seribes who cither imitated ὅτε δὲ ἦλθεν 
Κηφᾶς of ver. 11, or were unconsciously influeneed by care- 
less assonance with the immediately preceding and following 
verbs that end in -e, 


2.14 Κηφᾷ 

The Textus Receptus, following D F GK L P most 
minuscules it** vg" syr* goth al, replaces Κηφᾷ (ρ" 8 A 
B CH 10 33 88 255 263 424° 467 1319 2127 vg ἀντ᾽ cop™- 
arm cth) with the more familiar Πέτρῳ, (See also the com- 
ments on 1.18.) 


3.30 υἱοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ {B} 

Although the reading θεοῦ καὶ Χριστοῦ is supported by 
several important witnesses (p'* B D* G it Marius Vietorinus 
Pelagius), it can searcely be regarded as original since Paul 
nowhere else expressly speaks of God as the object of a Chris- 
tian's faith. ‘The reading that best explains the origin of the 
others is the customary Pauline expression τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ, 
which is widely attested by a broad spectrum of Greek, ver- 
sional, and patristic witnesses, It is probable that in eopying, 
the eye of the scribe passed immediately from the first to the 
second σοῦ, so that only τοῦ θεοῦ was written (as in ms, 330); 
ce what followed was now incongruous, copyists added 
either τοῦ υἱοῦ or inserted καὶ Χριστοῦ. 





3.1 ἐβάσκανεν 






The Textus Reeeptus, following C De K L P VY most 
minuscules vg*"* syr* goth eth al, adds τῇ ἀληθείᾳ μὴ πεί- 
θέσθαι from 


3.1 προεγράφη 
The Textus Receptus, following D EF G K L many mimus- 
cules it#* syr* goth al, adds ἐν ὑμῖν, whieh the AV takes 
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with the following ἐσταυρωμένος (“crucified among you”) 
The text is decisively supported by 8 A ΒΟ Ψ 33* 104 234 
424° 915 1739 itt vg syr? cop* arm eth al. 








3.14 ἐπαγγελίαν [Β] 

Influenced by the occurrence of εὐλογία in the preceding 
clause, several witnesses, chiefly Western in character (p® D* 
Fe" G 88* 489 it” Marcion Ambrosiaster Ephraem Vigilius), 
replace ἐπαγγελίαν with εὐλογίαν. 





8.17 θεοῦ [Β] 


After θεοῦ the ‘Textus Receptus, following the later uncials 
and most minuscules (De G* Iv K 0176 88 614 2127 2495 
Byz Lect arm al), continues with εἰς Χριστόν (‘the covenant, 
that. was confirmed before of God in Christ” AV). Apparently 
the interpretative gloss was added in order to introduce into 
the argument a reference to Χριστός of the preceding verse. 
The shorter text is strongly supported by p* 8 A BC PY 
33 81 1739 Old Latin vg cop eth al. 


8.19. παραβάσεων 


Instead of παραβάσεων several witnesses (ρα Fe G itt 
Irenaeus Ambrosiaster Marius Vietorinus Speculum) read 
πράξεων (“acts”), and one witness (D*) reads παραδόσεων 
(“traditions”)! 





3.21 [τοῦ θεοῦ] [0] 


The words τοῦ θεοῦ are absent from several early and im- 
portant witnesses (p* Β it Ambrosiaster Marius Victorinus). On 
the one hand, since the shorter reading is terse and entirely in 
aceord with Pauline style, the words τοῦ θεοῦ may be a natural 
addition made by copyists who recalled such passages as 
Ro 4.20 or 2 Cor 1.30. On the other hand, however, since the 
absence of the words in a few witnesses may be due to an 
accident, in transmission, the Committee thought it best to 
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represent the balance of probabilities by retaining the words 
enclosed within square brackets. ‘The reading of 104 represents 
the substitution of toyxy for Toy8Y. 


4.6 ἡμῶν (Β) 

‘The Textus Receptus, following several of the later uncials 
(Ὁ EK LW) and most minuscules, reads ὑμῶν, thus con- 
forming the person of the pronoun to the earlier ἐστε. The 
first person ἡμῶν is strongly supported by carly and diversified 
witnesses (including p 8 A Β Ὁ D* G P 104 1241 1739 1881 
1962 1984 vg it syr™ cop" arm Marcion Tertullian 
Origen"). 











4.7. διὰ θεοῦ [8] 


Of the several variant readings, the unusual and unexpected 
expression, κληρονόμος διὰ θεοῦ, which is well supported by 
early and diversified witnesses (p* 8* A B ΟΥ̓ 33 ite! vg 
cop” Clement al), seems to account: best for the origin of 
the other readings, In the context one would expect that διά 
would be followed by the genitive of Χριστοῦ as the Mediator, 
rather than θεοῦ as the source of the inheritance (nevertheless, 
‘on occasion Paul does use διά with θεοῦ, e.g. 1.1 and 1 Cor 
1.9). The less frequent expression was allered by copyists in 
various ways: 









(a) θεοῦ (“{an heir] of God”), 1962 arm eth? 

®) bid θεόν (“{am heir] on account of God”), Ge 1881 

(© διὰ Χριστοῦ (“fan heir] through Christ’”), 81 680 syre" 
cop* Jerome 

(ὦ διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ (“{an heir] through Jesus Christ”), 
1739 

© θεοῦ διὰ Χριστοῦ (“an heir] of God through Christ”), 
the Textus Receptus, following δ Οὐ Ὁ K P 88 104 
614* Byz Lect it" goth αἱ 
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(f) θεοῦ διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ (“fan heir] of God through Jesus 
Christ”), 326 614° 2127 2495 syr?-* eth? ‘Theodoret 

(9) διὰ θεοῦ ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ (‘“{an heir] through God in 
Christ Jesus”), cop'™* 


(h) μὲν θεοῦ συγκληρονόμος δὲ Χριστοῦ (“lan heir] of God, 
and fellow heir with Christ”), Ψ 1984 1985 Theo- 
doret Theophylact, 


‘The influence of Ro 8.17 is apparent in variant reading (h). 


4.14. τὸν πειρασμὸν ὑμῶν {BY 


In order to alleviate the difficulty of the expression τὸν 
πειρασμὸν ὑμῶν, which is strongly supported by good wit 
nesses of both the Alexandrian (ΝΑ BC 33) and the 
Western (D* G itr yg Ambrosiaster al) types of text, ὑμῶν 
was replaced by μοῦ (p* it), or by μοὺ τόν (Ct DO« K P 
Ψ 014 Byz Lect syr® cop™-%™* al), or by τόν alone (N¢ 81 88 
1241 syr? goth arm eth al), 





4.25 δὲ “Aydp Σινᾶ [Ὁ} 


As between δέ and γάρ, the Committee preferred the 
former on the strength of superior attestation ΠΛ B De 
syn! cops), After γάρ had repluced δέ in some wit- 
nesses, the juxtaposition of γὰρ ᾿Αγάρ led to the accidental 
omission sometimes of γάρ and sometimes of ᾿Αγάρ, 


4.26 ἡμῶν [8] 


‘The Textus Receptus, following ΒΑ C? K P 81 614 arm al, 
inserts πάντων before ἡμῶν (cf. Ro 4.16), an insertion which 
“gives the text a broader, pastoral application, but obscures 
Paul’s distinetion between the ‘chosen ones’ and the ‘sons of 
Hagar’” (Zuntz, p. 223). ‘The uninterpolated text is strongly 
supported by p* 8* B C* D G W 33 1739 most Old Latin vg 
syr"-"™« cops goth eth Marcion Irenaeus al. 
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4.28. ὑμεῖς... ἐστέ. [Β] 

Influenced by the first person pronoun in ver, 26 (cf. also 
ver. 31), the Textus Receptus, following 8 A C Ὅς KP Vv 
614 al, reads ἡμεῖς... ἐσμέν, The second person ὑμεῖς Sait 
ἐστέ is strongly supported by early and diverse witnesses 
(p* B D* G 33 1739 [05:5 syr! cop® al). 


5.1. τῇ ἐλευθερίᾳ ἡμᾶς Χριστὸς ἠλευθέρωσεν! στήκετε 
οὖν [0] 

Amid the variety of readings, that adopted for the text 
seems to account best for the origin of the others. The apostle’s 
abrupt introduction of exhortations was softened by inserting 
the relative ἢ before or after ἐλευθερίᾳ, or by transferring οὖν 
to the preceding clause. 


5.9 ζυμοῖ 

Several Western witnesses (D* it? vg goth Marcion Marius 
Victorinus Ambrosiaster al) replace ζυμοῖ with δολοῖ. ‘The 
same Western correction ocours in 1 Cor 5.6. 


5.20 ἔρις 

‘The ‘Gextus Receptus, following C ΠΡ F GK LN P 
most minuscules Old Latin vg goth syr* cop αἱ, reads the 
plural épeis. The earlier representatives of the Alexandrian 
and the Western types of text (& A B ΤΡ 1739 syr? al) support 
the singular ἔρις. In later Greek both forms were pronounced 
alike. 


5.31 φθόνοι [Ὁ] 

‘A wide range of witnesses read φθόνοι φόνοι (A Ὁ 1) G K 
P W 88 1739 Byz Lect most of the Old Latin vg syr®" cop’® 
goth arm eth ai). Although the shorter reading may have 
originated in aecidental omission due to homoeoteleuton, a 
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majority of the Committee, impressed by the age and quality 
of the witnesses supporting φθόνοι (p* 8 B 33 81 cop= 
Marcion Irenacus'*t Clement Origen al), was inclined to 
think that φόνοι was inserted by copyists who recollected 
Ro 1.29. 


5.23 ἐγκράτεια. 


Several witnesses supplement Paul’s list of nine Christian 
graces; ὑπομονή (“patience”) is appended by Ν᾽ 442 463, 
and ἁγνεία (“chastity”) by D* F G ἴδε goth Cyprian 
Irenaeus! Origen! Ambrosiaster al, These are obviously 
scribal interpolations, for if either had been present originally, 
no copyist would have ventured to delete it. 


8.2 ἀναπληρώσετε [0] 


Although the aorist imperative ἀναπληρώσατε is strongly 
supported (8 A C De" K P Ψ 614 1739 syr® arm al), the future 
tense appeared to the Committee to be slightly preferable on 
the basis of early and diversi external attestation ((p®) 
BG and most ancient versions), as well as transcriptional 
probability (seribes would be likely to conform the future to 
the preceding imperatives, καταρτίζετε (ver. 1) and βα- 
aratere!). 








8.18. περιτεμνόμενοι {C} 


As compared with the present tense περιτεμνόμενοι, the 
perfect. tense περιτετμημένοι (ρ BY 614 al) appeared to the 
Committee to reflect seribal or editorial modification, intro- 
duced perhaps in Kypt (the evidenee from the versions counts 
for very little in a variant of this kind). The present tense 
(compare the present in 5.2 and 3) is adequately supported 
by 8 AC D® K Ρ 38. 81 1739 Bye al. 





+ Singularly enough, however, &, which reads the future βαστάσετε 
(corrected to ~Afere in i), has the imperative ἀναπληρώσατε. 
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6.15 οὔτε γάρ 

Influenced by the similar passage in 5.6, the Textus Receptus, 
following 8 A C Ὁ F GK L P most minuscules it** vg 
syr*¥!* cope othr? al, reads ἐν γὰρ Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ οὔτε. 
‘The shorter reading has limited but adequate support in p® 
ΒΨ 33 1175 1611 1739 1908 2005 it” syr"™*"! goth arm 
ethee al. 





6.17 Ἰησοῦ 

Instead of ᾿Ιησοῦ, which is strongly supported by p A B 
(δ 33 1070 1753 most of the Old Latin vg syr! cop" al, several 
witnesses (ΡΨ 81 255 256 442 463 1175 1319 1908 2127 cop’ 
arm eth al) substitute Χριστοῦ, and others provide various 
ciifying expansions; κυρίου Ἰησοῦ (C* De K L most minus- 
cules syr* al); κυρίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ (Ν 917 941 it* al); 
κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ (Ds'* Ft G 104 1924 syr® goth); 
and κυρίου μου ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ (Origen"), 











6.18. ἀμήν 


‘The concluding ἀμήν is omitted (perhaps accidentally) by 
a few witnesses (G itt Marius Victorinus Ambrosiaster), 





6.18 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in 8 A B* C 33 466 is πρὸς Γαλάτας. 
Other subscriptions include: (Ὁ) πρὸς Γαλάτας ἐγράφη (P -φει) 
ἀπὸ Ρώμης Be K Ῥ 1908, followed by the Textus Receptus; 
(0) πρὸς Γαλάτας ἐπληρώθη D; (4) ἐτελέσθη ἐπιστολὴ 
πρὸς Tadaras F G; (ε) τέλος τῆς πρὸς Γαλάτας" ἐγράφη 
(42 add δὲ) ἀπὸ Ῥώμης 1, 42; (0) ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 'Ρώμης ὑπὸ 
Παύλου καὶ τῶν ἀδελφῶν πρὸς Γαλάτας οἱ (for ἡ) ἐπιστολὴ 
αὕτη Euthatius™™. 
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τι. [τὼν ᾿Εφέσφ] {C} 


The words ἐν Ἐφέσῳ are ubsent from several important 
witnesses (ρα 8* BY 424 1739) as well as from manuscripts 
mentioned by Basil and the text used by Origen. Certain 
internal features of the letter as well as Marcion’s designation 
of the epistle as “To the Laodiceans” and the absenee in 
Tertullian and Ephraem of an explicit quotation of the words 
ἐν ᾿Εφέσῳ have led many commentators to suggest that the 
letter was intended as an encyclical, copies being sent to various 
churehes, of which that at Ephesus was chief. Since the letter 
has been traditionally known as “ΤῸ the Ephesians,” and sinee 
all witnesses except those mentioned above include the words 
ἐν ᾿Εφέσῳ, the Committee decided to retain them, but en- 
closed within square brackets. 











1.6. ἧς 

"The Textus Receptus, following δὸ D G K L W most 
minuscules it?* vg syr* goth, substitutes ἐν ἢ for ἧς, The 
latter reading was preferred by ἃ majority of the Committee 
‘on the basis of (a) the weight of external support (p 8* 
A B P 6 33 88 330 424 436 1319 1837 1908 2127 Origen 
Chrysostom Euthalius) and (Ὁ) the probability that eopyists 
would have been more likely to replace the more difficult 
construction (js stands by attraction for ἤν, the cognate 
accusative) with one which is less difficult, than vice versa, 


114. 6 [6]; 


It is difficult to decide whether copyists altered ὅς to ὅ in 
order to make it agree with the gender of πνεῦμα, or whether 
ὅ became ὅς by attraction to the gender of the following 


801 
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ἀρραβών, according to usual idiom. On the basis of what 
was taken to be superior external attestation, a majority of 
the Committee preferred the reading 3. 


1.15 καὶ τὴν ἀγάπην τὴν εἰς πάντας τοὺς ἁγίους [Β] 

‘The shorter reading καὶ τὴν εἰς πάντας τοὺς ἁγίους (p* 
ἘΚ B P 33 1739 al) appears to be the result of an accident in 
transcription, occasioned by homoeoarcton (τὴν. τήν). 
If, as some scholars have suggested, the shorter reading is 
original and the addition is derived from Col 1.4, ἥν ἔχετε 
would have been inserted instead of the second τήν. The re- 
arrangment of the sequence of the words s0 as to dispense with 
the second τήν (81 104 326 al) is clearly « secondary m 
tion, as is also the expansion in 181. 








2.5 τῷ Χριστῷ [0] 


‘The reading ἐν τῷ Χριστῷ (ρ" Β 38 al) seems to have arisen 
from either accidental dittogeaphy of the previous ~ev, or from 
deliberate assimilation to ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ in ver. 6. 





215 αὐτῷ 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on αὐτῷ, 


3.11 εἰρήνην (2) 


The Textus Receptus, following several later witnesses 
(KL many minuseules syr®-* al}, omits the second instance of 
εἰρήνην, probably because it seemed redundant and therefore 
superfluous. Its presence, however, not only is strongly attested 
by good witnesses (p# 8 A Β Ὁ F G P it vg cop goth 
arm eth al), but also adds significantly to the force of the 
writer’s statement, 
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2.21 πᾶσα οἰκοδομή [B} 


Although it is possible that, through itacism, ἡ was acci- 
dentally omitted before οἰκοδομή, the anarthrous reading was 
preferred because of the weight of external evidence (δ BD 
Ὁ K W 33 614 1739* Bye Lect Clement al) and because copyists 
would have been tempted to insert ἡ in order to clarify the sense, 





8.9 φωτίσαι [πάντας] [Ὁ] 


Several important witnesses read only φωτίσαι (ΝΑ 424° 
1739 1881 Origen Ambrosiaster! Hilary Jerome al), It is 
difficult to decide whether πάντας was omitted, either acci- 
dentally or intentionally (as not congruent with τοῖς ἔθνεσιν, 
ver. 8), or was inserted because the verb φωτίσαι scems to re- 
quire an expressed accusative (which it usually has elsewhere in 
the New Testament). Since, however, there are no other variant 
readings (such as αὐτούς et sim.) as would be expected if 
πάντας were not original, u majority of the Committee pre- 
ferred to retain the word on the authority of p# 8 BC DG 
K P W 33 81 614 Bye Lect it vg syr™™ cop? goth arm al, 
but to enclose it within square brackets, indicating doubt 
that it has a right to stand in the text, 











8.9 οἰκονομία. 

‘The Textus Receptus, in company with merely 31™ and a 
few other minuscules, replaces οἰκονομία with the interpreta- 
tive gloss κοινωνία (hence AV “fellowship”). The true reading 
is supported by ρ΄, all known uneials, almost all minuscules, 
all known versions and patristic quotations. 





3.9 κτίσαντι 


The Textiss Receptus, following De K ΤΠ, P many minus- 
cules syr® "ith * gl, adds διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. Since there is no 
reason why, if the words were original, they should have been 
omitted, the Committee preferred to read simply xricayre, 
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which is decisively supported by p* 8 A BC D* F G P 33 
1319 1611 2127 and most versions and early patristic quotations. 


3.14 πατέρα [B} 


Alter πατέρα, read by p* 8* A BC P 33 81 1739 syro 
cop*-' eth al, a variety of Western and Byzantine witnesses 
add the words τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ (N° Ὁ G K Ψ 88 614 
Byz Lect it* vg syr?* goth arm al). The gloss was suggested 
by 1.3 and similar passages. 


3.19 πληρωθῆτε εἰς πᾶν τὸ πλήρωμα τοῦ θεοῦ [Β] 


Instead of πληρωθῆτε εἰς πᾶν τὸ πλήρωμα τοῦ θεοῦ, which 
is amply attested by good representatives of both the Alex- 
andrian and the Western types of text (8 A CD Git vg syr?"-o! 
cop" goth), several witnesses (ρα B 462 cop) omit “τὲ εἰς, 
reading πληρωθῇ πᾶν τὸ πλήρωμα τοῦ θεοῦ (“(that] all the 
fullness of God may be filled up”). Several other readings are 
found in individual manuscripts (81 reads πληροφορηθῆτε, 
1881 substitutes Χριστοῦ for θεοῦ, and 33, following B, adds 
εἰς duds). 


8.30 ὑπέρ 


Because of its apparent redundancy several witnesses (pt 
DEF Git vg Ambrosiaster) omit ὑπέρ. 


4.6 πᾶσιν 


The Textus Receptus, following a few minuscules and 
patristic witnesses (489 Chrysostom Theodoret al), adds ὑμῖν; 
other witnesses (Ὁ F G K L Ψ 181 326 917 920 it®* vg 
sy?" goth arm al) add ἡμῖν, Both readings are explanatory 
glosses, introduced in order to establish a personal reference 
of πᾶσιν to the Christians. The reading adopted for the text 
rongly supported by p* 8 A B C P O82 33 88 104 424° 
136 442 460 462 1912* 1944 cop eth arab al, 
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48 ἔδωκεν [ΟἹ 


On the whole it appears that the reading without καί is to 
be preferred, not only because it is supported by such diversified 
witnesses as p® 8* A D* G 88 88 it vg cop" Marcion Justin al, 
but also because many 8. copyist would have been tempted 
to insert a connective in order to relieve the unidiomatic Greek 
construction. 


4.9. κατέβη {B} 


The addition οἱ πρῶτον after κατέβη (Ν᾿ ΒΟ K PW 88 
614 Bye Lect al) appears to be natural expansion introduced 
by copyists to elucidate the meaning, The shorter text. is 
strongly supported by p# &* A C* Ὁ G 1789 al. 


4.17 ἔθνη 


The Textus Receptus adds λοιπά before ἔθνη, with the eor- 
rectors of two uncial manuscripts #s well as the later uncials, 
and most minuscules (8 D?< KL PW arm al). The word is 
obviously an interpretative intrusion; the shorter text is deci- 
ly supported by p# 8* A B D* F G 082 33 88 255 256 263 
206 424° 467 1319 it** vg cop™* eth al. 





4.28 ἐαῖς [ἰδίαις | xepoiv τὸ ἀγαθόν {D} 


‘The differences of reading are numerous in this brief clause. 
As concerns the sequence of words, copyists would have been 
more likely to move τὸ ἀγαθόν next to the participle than to 
separate them; furthermore, the stronger external evidence 
also supports such a sequence (p“*" &§ BD G 81 330 451 
it ve syr? cop*™*-% goth arm eth). It is more difficult to decide 
whether ἰδίαις is an interpolation from 1 Cor 4.12, or whether 
it was deletéd as superffuous, or whether it was accidentally 
omitted in transeription (raiciAiaicyepcin). On the basis 
chiefly of external evidence (8* A D Ὁ 81 104 itt ts 
svr? goth arm eth), the Committee preferred the reading 
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ταῖς ἰδίαις χερσίν, the unclassical usage of ἰδίαις being 
common in colloquial Greek of the time. At the same time, 
however, in view of the absenee of ἰδίαις from such early and 
notable: witnesses as p'""* B, it was decided to enclose the 
word within square brackets, The omission of either τὸ ἀγαθόν 
(cop Tertullian) or ταῖς (ἰδίαις) χερσίν (P 33 1739 1881 
Clement Origen Speculum) may have arisen from the presumed 
incompatibility of τὸ ἀγαθόν with manual labor. 





4.82 ὑμῖν [8] 


In the light of the earlier part of the sentence the reading 
ὑμῖν, which is adequately supported by p# 8 A G P 81 614 
most of the Old Latin Gop goth eth al, seems to be required 
by the sense, The origin of the reading ἡμῖν (p"* B Ds KW 
33 1739 syr’* arm al) may have been accidental, through 
confusion arising from similar pronunciation of v and ἢ in 
later Greek. See also the comments on the next two sets of 
variant readings, 





5.2 ἡμᾶς [0] 


‘The external evidence supporting the two readings is rather 
evenly balanced (ἡμᾶς p N° Ὁ G K W 33 614 1739 ite vg 
syr" goth arm al; ὑμᾶς 8* AB P 81 itr* cop’ eth al), with a 
slight preponderance of weight favoring ἡμᾶς. Since the fol- 
lowing set of variant readings seems to require the adoption 
of the reading ἡμῶν, a majority of the Committee felt that 
uniformity of the personal pronoun in two suecessive clauses 
joined by καί was indispensable, and therefore preferred ἡμᾶς. 
See also the comments on 4.32. 


5.2 ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν προσφοράν {B} 

Tn comparison with the external evidence supporting ὑμῶν 
(B 81 69 442 462 547 it™ cop. eth Speculum al), the reading 
ἡμῶν is much more strongly attested (δ 8 A D F G 
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K LP © 33 81 614 1739 it vg syr-* goth arm al). ‘The 
reading ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν ἐν φθορᾷ (1241) is the result of a curious 
transcriptional blunder. See also the comments on the previous 
two sets of variant readings. 
ὅδ ὅ 

Instead of the conventional formula ὅ ἐστιν (“that is to 
say”), which koine Greek can employ “without reference to 
the gender of the word explained or to that of the word which 
explains” (Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 132 (2)), the alteration 
of 8 to ὅς (A D K L P most minuscules, followed by the 
Textus Receptus) appears to be a correction introduced by 
overly punctilious scribes. The reading is strongly supported 
by p# 8 BF G W 88 81 256 424° 915 1175 1319 1739 2005 
2127 it vg goth al. 


5.5 Χριστοῦ καὶ θεοῦ 


A curious variety of readings has arisen in the transmission 
of these words. The reading θεοῦ (p 1245 2147) originated 
ither through scribal oversight (royxyKal@y) or through 
the influence of the stereotyped expression (βασιλεία τοῦ 
θεοῦ) in the Gospels. Probably the latter influence is also to be 
seen in the sequence of the Western reading θεοῦ καὶ Χριστοῦ 
(Hs G μα Ambrosiaster al), Other singular or sub-singular 
readings are Χριστοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ (1739* eth Theodoret), Χριστοῦ 
(38* 90), and υἱοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ (1836). 


5.9 φωτός [8] 

Instead of φωτός the Textus Receptus reads πνεύματος, 
with ρα De K Ψ 88 104 614 1739" al. Although it can be argued 
that φωτός has come in from the influence of the same word 
in the preceding line, it is much more likely that recollection 
of Paul's reference in Ga 5.22 to ὁ δὲ καρπὸς τοῦ πνεύματος 
has led to the introduction of the word here. The reading 
φωτός is strongly supported by early and diversified witnesses, 
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representing the Alexandrian, the Western, and the Palestinian 
text-types (p 8 A Β Ὁ" G P 88 81 1780) it vg syr?-™! cop=-t 
goth arm eth Origen). 


6.15 οὖν ἀκριβῶς πῶς {B} 

‘The Committee preferred the sequence ἀκριβῶς πῶς on the 
basis of the strength of the external evidence (p# N* B 33 81 
1739 cop™ Origen al) as well as transeriptional probability 
(πῶς may have been accidentally omitted after -βῶς, and 
subsequently inserted at the wrong place). The presence of 
ἀδελφοί in several witnesses (δ. A 629 it vg cop” Pelagius) 
is obviously secondary, there being no good reason to account 
for the deletion of the word if it had been present originally. 





5.19 φδαῖς πνευματικαῖς [0] 


In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, it is more 
likely that πνευματικαῖς was accidentally omitted from several 
witnesses (ρα B it! Ambrosiaster) because of homoeoteleuton, 
than added in almost all witnesses by assimilation to Col 3.16, 
where the text is firm. The addition of ἐν χάριτι in A is clearly 
due to assimilation to Col 3.16, 








5.20 θεῷ καὶ πατρί [0] 

A majority of the Committee preferred the more usual 
sequence θεῷ καὶ πατρέ, which is widely supported (& A B 
D* 1K P Ψ 33 81 614 1739 vg syr*" cop αἱ), to the less 
usual sequence πατρὶ καὶ θεῷ, which appears to be an early 
Western variant (p D*« G it*#-4% syre! goth arm al). 


5.22 γυναῖκες τοῖς ἰδίοις ἀνδράσιν ὡς {C} 

On the one hand, several early witnesses (ρα B Clement’? 
Origen Greek mass te Jerome Theodore) begin the new 
sentence without αι main verb, thus requiring that the fore of 
the preceding ὑποτασσόμενοι be carried over. On the other 
hand, the other witnesses read either ὑποτάσσεσθε or ὑπο- 
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τασσέσθωσαν after vither γυναῖκες or ἀνδράσιν. A ma- 
jority of the Committee preferred the shorter reading, whieh 
accords with the succinct style of the author's admonitions, 
and explained the other readings as expansions introduced 
for the sake of clarity, the main verb being required especially 
when the words Al γυναῖκες stood at the beginning of a 
seripture lesson, 





5.30 αὐτοῦ {B} 

Although it is possible that the shorter text, which is sup- 
ported by early and good witnesses (including p &* A B 33 81 
0* cop"), may have arisen by accidental omission ocea~ 
sioned by homoeoteleuton (αὐτοῦ... αὐτοῦ), it is more 
probable that the longer readings reflect various seribal ex- 
pansions derived from Gn 2.23 (where, however, the sequence 
is “bone... flesh”), anticipatory to the quotation of Gn 2.24 
in ver. 31. 








δι1 [ἐν κυρίῳ [6] 
‘The words ἐν κυρίῳ are absent from several early manu- 
seripts and patristic quotations (B D* G it" Marcion Clement 
‘ertullian Cyp i 





an Ambrosiaster). It is difficult to decide 
whether, they were added by copyists who recollected 
and/or Col 3.20 (p* 8 A ΤῈ K PW, apparently all minus- 
cules, and the other versional witnesses), or were deleted from 
several witnesses in order to prevent the reader from supposing 
that the writer intended to limit or qualify the duty of obedience 
(rather than merely to characterize the spirit in which obedience 
is rendered). The longer text was preferred on the basis of 
(a) preponderance of external evidence, and (b) the likelihood 
that if the phrase had been inserted from 5.22 it would have 
been ὡς τῷ κυρίῳ, or if from Col 3.20 it would have stood after 
δίκαιον. Nevertheless, in order to reflect the weight of the 
witnesses that lack ἐν κυρίῳ, a majority of the Committee 
voted to enclose the words within square brackets. 
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6.12 ἡμῖν [Ὁ] 


Whereas the preponderance of external evidence (p* Β D* 
Ὁ Ψ 81 ai) appears to support ὑμῖν, the natural tendeney of 
copyists would have been to alter ἡμῖν to ὑμῖν, since the rest 
of the paragraph involves the second person. A majority of 
the Committee preferred ἡμῖν as being perhaps the more 
difficult reading, 


6.19 τοῦ εὐαγγελίου [Β] 


Although it may appear noteworthy that B joins G ite 
αἱ in supporting the shorter reading, in the Pauline corpus 
codex Vaticanus not infrequently displays a strand of Western 
contamination, and therefore the weight of its testimony, 
when united with Western witnesses, should not be over. 
evaluated. Moreover, it is significant that besides τοῦ ebay- 
Ὑελίου there is no other variation, such as τοῦ Χριστοῦ or 
Tob θεοῦ (for which there are parullels in 3.4; Col 22; 4.3), 
as one might have expected if, in fact, the shorter reading were 
original and τοῦ εὐαγγελίου were a scribal addition. 





6.24 ἀφθαρσίᾳ. 
‘The ‘Textus Receptus adds the liturgical ἀμήν, with xe 
DK 1, P most minuscules syr?" cop" goth arm ether. 


The text is well supported by ρ &* A BF Ὁ 88 copstotas 
arm eth’, 


6.24 Subscription 


(a) ‘The subscription in 8 A B (Ὁ) 88 466 cop" is πρὸς 
᾿Εφεσίους. Other subscriptions include: (6) ἐτελέσθη ἐπι- 
στολὴ πρὸς ᾿Εφεσίους F G; (c) πρὸς ᾿Εφεσίους ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 
“Ῥώμης Be P; (d) as (6) plus διὰ Τυχικοῦ K 31 82 328 436 
1908; (6) ἐγράφη ἡ ἐπιστολὴ αὕτη ἡ πρὸς “Edecious ἀπὸ 
“Ῥώμης διὰ Τυχικοῦ L; (ἢ πρὸς Ἐφεσίους ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 
Ῥώμης διὰ Τυχικοῦ Textus Receptus. 


THE LETTER OF PAUL 
TO THE PHILIPPIANS 
11 σὺν ἐπισκόποις 
Several witnesses, including ΒΡ ΤῈ K many minuscules it” 
arm Chrysostom Euthalius Cassiodorus Theophylact, read 
συνεπισκόπους (‘fellow-bishops"’). This reading, which arose 
no doubt: from dogmatic or ecclesiastical interests, is to be 
rejected" beewse (a) the construction would be imperfect, 
the ovy- having no appropriate reference, and (b) the letter is 
obviously intended for the whole community (rots ἁγίοις... 
τοῖς οὖσιν ἐν Φιλίπποις (ef. 3.1; 4.1, and especially 15) ), 








1.11 καὶ ἔπαινον θεοῦ [Β] 


Although it is not casy to explain how such a wide variety 
of readings developed, there is little doubt that the original 
reading is καὶ ἔπαινον θεοῦ, which is supported by good repro- 
sentatives of several types of text, including the Alexandrian 
and the Western types ΟΣ A B De I K P Ψ 88 81 614 1739 
Byz Lect it4-" vg syr-* coptr arm). Instead of θεοῦ, 
D#* 1962 read Χριστοῦ (xy for Oy), from which καὶ ἔπαινον. 
αὐτοῦ (vg"*) developed as a simplification of the redundaney 
of the two instanees of Χριστοῦ. Very remarkable is the 
reading καὶ ἔπαινόν μοι (Pe G itt), whieh has no paralle] in 
Paul, and still more astonishing is the early conflate reading 
in p, θεοῦ καὶ ἔπαινον ἐμοί. 








1.14. λόγον λαλεῖν [Ὁ] 


Tt must be acknowledged that, on the basis of weight and 
variety of external evidence, the reading λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ λαλεῖν 
seems to be preferable (8 A B P Ψ 33 81 629 1241 it vg 








‘As already Theodore of Mopsuestia recognized (see quotation in 
‘Tischendorf's apparatus in his 8th ed.). 


en 
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syrr st + eopstoloy goth arm eth Clement al). Because, 
however, the position and wording of the genitive modi- 
fiers (τοῦ θεοῦ and κυρίου) vary, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading λόγον λαλεῖν (p*™* De K 614 
1739 it” syr* Mareion Chrysostom af) as that which best 
explains the origin of the other readings, which have the ap- 
pearance of seribal expansions, 











3.5. ἕν [8] 

‘The reading ἕν was regarded as preferable on the basis of 
(a) strong external evidence (p N° Β 1) GK P 88 614 1739 
it“ syr™ Speculum al) and (6) transcriptional probability 
that the reading αὐτό (8* A CTY 38 81 it vg goth) is 
seribal assimilation to the preceding αὐτό. 











2.4 ἕκαστος 


On the basis of the weight of external evidence and the fact 
that everything else in the context is plural, a majority of the 
Committee preferred ἕκαστος (p* 8 CD K 1. P most minus- 
oules it! syr"" cop" goth al), considering ἕκαστοι (A BF G 
Ψ 33 81 104 462 its vg) to be the result of seribal conformation 
to the plurals in the context, 





3.4 ἕκαστοι [8] 


In view of the presence of the singular number ἕκαστος in 
the text of the first part of the verse, it is understandable that 
in the second part copyists would have been tempted to alter 
the plural ἕκαστοι (which is strongly supported by p! 8 A 
B D# PW 33 1739 al) to ἕκαστος (Ὁ Κὶ 88 330 G14 Byz Lect 
it syr°" goth arm) or to omit it as superfluous (G its! vg 
cop eth Speculum Ambrosiaster), Another deviee empl 
by some eopyists to relieve the pleonasm was to take ἕκαστοι 
with the following words (so, according to Tischendorf, ΝΥ A 
© 33 al). 
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δ᾽ τοῦτο {C} 

A majority of the Committee was persuaded that, if γάρ 
were present originally, no good reason can be found for its 
deletion, whereas the anacoluthon involved in τοῦτο standing 
alone seems to ery out for a connective, whether γάρ or οὖν 
or καί (cach of whieh is found in a variety of witnesses) 





2.7 ἀνθρώπων 


Instead of ἀνθρώπων several curly witnesses read ἀνθρώπου 
(5% sy?! cop*" Mareion Origen Cyprian Hilary Ambrose) 
Although it is possible that the Adam-Christ: typology implicit 
in the passage accounts for the substitution, it is more likely 
that the singular number is merely a non-doctrinal conforma- 
tion to the singular δούλου and the following ἄνθρωπο». 


212 ὡς [8] 
‘The omission of ὡς from B 33 42 234 618 1241 αἱ is probably 
accidental, although copyists may have deliberately deleted it 
tas superfluous; in any ease, the presenee of the word is strongly 
supported by ρα and representatives of both the Alexandrian 
and the Western types of text (8 A Ο Ὁ G K PW 81 614 1730 
Bye Lec). 
3.36. ὑμᾶς [(] 

While the external evidence for and against the insertion 
of ἰδεῖν after ὑμᾶς is very evenly balanced, a majority of 
the Committee was of the opinion that seribes were more 
likely to add the infinitive, in accordance with the expression 








Tt has sometimes been suggested that the fact that ver. 5 begins a 
lection would. probably facilitate the dropping of γάρ. How far such 
influence would make itself felt on non-eotionary manuscripts ἦν de- 
batable; in any ease, however, 8 A 18 C, all of which lack γάρ, probably 
antedate the presumed date of the origin of the develo ped lectionary 
svstem. 
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ἐπιποθεῖν ἰδεῖν in Ro 1.41; 1 Th 3.6; 2 Tm 14, than to 
delete it. 


2.30 Χριστοῦ [6] 


Although it can be argued that the original reading was 
τὸ ἔργον without any genitive modifier (as in C), and that the 
variety of readings is due to supplementation made by various 
copyists, the Committee preferred to regard the omission of 
the word from one manuscript as due to accidental oversight, 
and chose to print Χριστοῦ, following the testimony of pt 
B Ὁ 88 614 1739, supported also (apart from the article τοῦ} 
by D K 826 680 1984 Bye Lect it vg syr® cop™ goth al. The 
reading κυρίου (ΝΑ P W 83 81 syr cop arm oth) may have 
been substituted for Χριστοῦ by copyists who recollected the 
expression τὸ ἔργον τοῦ κυρίου in 1 Cor 15.58 and 16.10, The 
reading τοῦ θεοῦ (1985 Chrysostom) seoms to have originated 
from confusion between xy (or xy) and By. 








8.8 θεοῦ [0] 


Although some (e.g. the translators of the New English 
Bible, 1961) have regarded the reading πνεύματι of p% a8 
original, the Committes preferred the reading πνεύματι θεοῦ, 
which is amply supported by 8* A ΒΟ ΤῈ G K 33 81 614 
1739 ite syr®™= cop” al. The singular reading of p* is to be 
explained as due to accidental oversight, and the reading θεῷ 
Ἰὰς ΤΡ PY 88 itt" vg syr-* goth cth Speculum) appears to 
be an emendation introduced in order to provide an object for 
λατρεύοντες (as in Ro 1.9 and 2'Tm 1.3), 








3.18 ἔλαβον ἢ ἤδη τετελείωμαι [B} 

Several Western witnesses (D* Ος it Trenacus!*t Am- 
brosiaster) as well as p® read ἔλαβον ἢ ἤδη δεδικαίωμαι ἢ 
ἤδη τετελείωμαι. Although it might be argued that because 
of homoeoarcton the clause ἢ ἤδη δεδικαίωμαι was accidentally 
omitted in the other witnesses, the Committee regarded it as 
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more probable that the additional clause was a gloss “of some 
pious copyist who imagined that the Divine side of sanctifiea- 
tion was left too much out of sight” (Η. A. A. Kennedy, 
Expositor’s Greek Testament, ad loc.). ‘The addition of the 
clause destroys the balance of the four-part structure of the 
sentence, The reading adopted for the text is strongly supported 
by pt" 8 A B De K P W 33 81 614 1739 vg syr?-* cop™> 
goth arm Clement al. 








8.18 οὐ [0] 


‘The reading οὐ, which is amply supported by p* B De G K 
Ψ 88 1739 most Old Latin vg syr?-" cop™ arm, appears to have 
been changed to οὕπω (ΝΑ De P 83 614 syr' "+ copte 
goth eth Clement) by copyists who considered Paul to be too 
modest in his protestations. 


8.16 τῷ αὐτῷ στοιχεῖν (ΒΓ 

‘The earliest form of text appears to be that preserved in 
pe e* A B Ivé 33 424° 1739 cop™' eth al, Because of 
the conciseness of style, copyists added various explanatory 
words and phrases; ¢. g. the Textus Receptus reads τῷ αὐτῷ 
στοιχεῖν κανόνι, τὸ αὐτὸ φρονεῖν with 8° K P Ψ 88 614 syr?" 
eth»? al, where κανόνι serves to identify the otherwise enigm: 
τῷ αὐτῷ, and τὸ αὐτὸ φρονεῖν is a gloss explaining τῷ αὑτῷ 
στοιχεῖν (compare 2.2 and Ga 6.16); other witnesses insert 
κανόνι before στοιχεῖν (69 1908), and still others insert τὸ 
αὐτὸ φρονεῖν before τῷ αὐτῷ, with or without κανόνι (DG 
81 330 1241 it vg goth arm Euthalius). The variety and lack 
of homogeneity of the longer readings make it difficult to 
suppose that the shorter reading τῷ αὐτῷ στοιχεῖν arose be- 
‘cause of homoeoteleuton. 
3.21 αὐτῷ {B} 

The reading ἑαυτῷ, whieh is attested by inferior authorities. 
is undoubtediy a seribal modification introduced in order to 
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provide greater precision of expression. As betwe enting: 
αὑτῷ and αὐτῷ. a majority of the Committee (despite what 
seems to the minority to be required by the generally accepted 
conventions of Greek orthography?) preferred the unaspirated 
form, which, according to what appears to be the prevailing 
Hellenistic usage as refleeted in papyri and inseriptions of the 
Imperial age,* had come to function as a reflexive in addition 
to its normal usage? (See also Mk 9.16; Lk 23.12; Jn 2.24; 
20.10; Ae 14.17; Ro 1.24; Eph 2.15; He 5.8; Re 8.6; 18.7; 
ef, also 1 Jn 5.10.) 














41.3 ναί 

The Textus Receptus, in company with 462, erroneously 
reads καί. All other witnesses, as it seems, read ναί, 
4.8 σύζυγε 

Some have taken this word as a proper name, Σύζυγε 
(“Syzygus”), 





“Westcott and Hort make a strong plea for using 
which they introduce nearly twenty times in their edition; see “Notes on 
Orthography,” in The New Testament in the Original Greek, (vol. 
Introduetion land Apppendiae (Cam 1881), pp. 
pp. 166} ef Moulton and Milligan, who eos 
αὑτοῦ hy declaring, “We certainly cannot do violence to the sense by 
forcing αὐτοῦ into places where ἃ reflexive is needed” (Vocabulary, p. 94) 
‘nd, especially, Moulton-Howard, Grammar, pp. 1804 See alo Moul 
quoted in footnote 1 on page 621 below. 

* There are, however, «few scattered examples of ὑφ᾽ αὑτοῦ in koine 
{inscriptions of the first centuries μὰς, ancl 4.0.; see E, Nachmanson, Laute 
vend Pormen der magnetischen Inschrijten (Cppsala, 1908), pp. $4. 144; 
and E. Schweizer, Grammatik der pergamenischen Fuschrifien (Berlin 
1898), με 161. The usige in the manuscripts is often arbitrary (E. Sehwyzer, 
Griechische Grammatik, αὶ [Municl, 1950], pp. 196 

*So, e.g, Alexander Buttman, A Grammar of the New Testament 
Greek (Andover, 1873), pp. LIL τ Il. A. A. Kennedy in Expositor’s Greek 
Testament, iti, p. 464, ad loc.; Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 64 (1); Bauer- 

Amndt-Gingtich, s.r. ἑαυτοῦ; and Moulton-Turner, p. 41. 
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4.3 τῶν λοιπῶν συνεργῶν pov {BY 


Because of scribal inadvertence two early witnesses (p*"“* 


R*) read τῶν συνεργῶν μου καὶ τῶν λοιπῶν (“... with 
Clement and my fellow workers, and the others whose names 
are written ...””). 


4.16 εἰς τὴν χρείαν μοι [ΟἹ 

‘The preposition εἰς is lacking in several witnesses, including 
pA De 81 330 451 1241 2492 syr® goth eth; it scems to 
have been omitted cither accidentally after δός (Aiceic) or 
deliberately in order to provide a direct object for the verb 
ἐπέμψατε. The genitive μου (D P 614 630 al) is a seribal 
replacement for the less usual and far better supported dative 
μοι. The readings of the Coptic and of itt uppear to be over- 
translations of the Greek, The reading ὧν unum mihi (vg) 
may be # confused reminiscenee of Lk 10.42. 


4.38 τοῦ πνεύματος 





Although some have supposed that the reading τοῦ πνεύ 
ματος was introduced by copyists from Ga 6.18 or Phm 25, 
the Committee was impressed by its distinctly superior attesta 
tion (p* 8* A BD F G P 6 88 104 241 322 330 424° 436 
442 468 1319 1898 2005 2127 it’ vg cop’? arm eth), 
and explained the variant reading πάντων (δ. K LW most. 
rninuscules syr?" and Textus Receptus) as a seribal substi 
tion of a more familiar (ermination for a benediction (ef, 
1 Cor 16.24; 2 Cor 13.13; 2 Th 3.18; Tt 3.15). 











4.28. ὑμῶν. [Β] 
The ἀμήν (p 8 A DK Ε P almost all minuscules it’ 
vg syrr* edp' arm eth) appears to have been added by 
copyists in accord with liturgieal practiee; if it had been present 
iginally, it would be difficult to account: for its omission in 
BF G 5 1739*"* 1836 1908 δ᾽ syr™! cop™ al. 
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4.28 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in 8 A B 33 466 is πρὸς Φιλιππησίους. 
Other subscriptions include: (Ὁ) πρὸς Φιλιππησίους ἐπληρώθη 
D; () ἐτελέσθη πρὸς Φιλιππησίους F G; (4) πρὸς Φιλιπ- 
πησίους ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Ῥώμης δι᾿ ᾿Επαφροδίτου K 1908 al, 
followed by the Textus Receptus; (¢) as (4) but prefixing 
τοῦ ἁγίου ἀποστόλου Παύλου ἐπιστολή L; (f) as (ὁ) and 
concluding ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Ῥώμης δι᾿ Τιμοθέου καὶ Ἔπα- 
φροδίτου (cop) eth, 





THE LETTER OF PAUL 
TO THE COLOSSIANS 


L2 ἡμῶν [8] 

After ἡμῶν the Textus Receptus adds καὶ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ, with ® A C Ὁ 1 88 614 Bye Lect al; the same addition 
is found also in other witnesses with a second ἡμῶν added to 
κυρίου, standing before or after Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, The words, 
which are absent from a variety of witnesses, some of them 
early (Β 1) K Ψ 88 81.1739 it? vg yr? cops arm eth”), 
have no doubt been added by copyists who assimilated the 
text to Pauline usage; certainly no reason for deliberate 
omission suggests itself. 


1.8. θεῷ πατρί [Ὁ] 

‘The reading adopted for the text, although it is rather 
narrowly supported (B ΟΝ 1739 Augustine), appears to account: 
best for the origin of the other readings. In order to avoid the 
very unusual collocation of words, some copyists inserted τῷ 
(D* G 2005 Chrysostom) and others inserted καί @wAC 
De 1K P © 33 81 614 Byz Lect). (See also the comments on 
ver. 12 and 3.17.) 





1.6 ἐστίν 


In order to relieve a certain awkwardness of expression, the 
Textus Receptus reads καὶ ἐστίν, with Doe FG K LY 
most minuscules it** vg syr?* al, The reading adopted for 
the text is decisively supported by carly and diversified wit. 
nesses (p 8 A Β Ὁ D* P 33 88 104 326 330 436 464 480 
1837 1944 cop arm eth al). 








1.7 ὑμῶν {C} 
Although on the basis of superior Greek evidence (p! and 
carly Alexandrian and Western authorities) ἡμῶν might scem 
a9 

















A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 





to be preferable, a majority of the Committee, impressed by 
the widespread curreney of ὑμῶν in versional and patristic 
witnesses, considered it probable that copyists introduced the 
first person pronoun under the influence of the preceding 
ἡμῶν and the following ἡμῖν. 





1.19. τῷ πατρί [0] 

‘This verse presents ἃ curious nest of variant readings (sce 
also the following comments), The reading that best explains 
the origin of the others is τῷ πατρί, supported by a diversified 
group of witnesses (pf A C* DK PW 88 81* 1739° i 
vg syr* cop goth arm eth). ‘The strangeness of designating 
God simply as ὁ πατήρ when Christ has not been named in the 
immediate context doubtless prompted copyists to add either 
τοῦ Χριστοῦ (830 451 2492) or (τῷ) θεῷ, cither in apposition 
(it aye” Speculum) or connected with καί (C¥ SIF 88 104 
614 1739" 2495 al). The agreement of p and B in prefixing 
ἅμα is a noteworthy coincidence in error, 














1.1.3. ἱκανώσαντι 


Instead of ἱκανώσαντε, which is strongly supported by p® 
& AC Ds K L P most minuseules vg syr" cop” al, several 
witnesses, chiefly Western (D* F G 33 436 1175 it*® cop™ 
goth arm eth), substitute καλέσαντι. The latter reading arose 
either accidentally in transcription (confusion between TaIKA~ 
NWCANTI and TWKAAECANTI would be easy), or deliberately 
as a substitution of ἃ familiar for an unusual expression (ἰκανόω 
oceurs elsewhere in ‘the New Testament only ε 
The reading of B is an early conflation of both variants (ka- 
λέσαντι καὶ ἱκανώσαντι). 





1.12 ὑμᾶς 10} 





A majority of the Committee preferred ὑμᾶς ὡΣ B 1739 
syi"* cop® goth arm eth), regarding ἡμᾶς (A C DG K P © 
33 614 Bye Lect it ve syr?- cop! al) as an assimilation to ver. 13. 
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1.30 αὐτόν 


Some editors (e.g. J. J. Griesbach and J. Μ. A. Scholtz) 
and grammarians (e. g. C. F. D. Moule!) prefer to read αὐτόν. 
(See the concluding comment on Php 3.21.) 


1.90 [δι᾽ αὐτοῦ] (2) [D} 


According to the view of a majority of the Committee, the 
phrase δι᾽ αὐτοῦ, which is supported by p* 8 A C De 614 
syr®" cop” goth al, was omitted from B D* G 81 1739 it vg 
cop™ arm cth, either accidentally (because of homoeoteleuton) 
or deliberately (because it is superfluous and obscure), Accord- 
ing to the view of the minority, the expression is so disturbing 
to the sense that it is difficult to attribute it to the author. 
In order to represent the two points of view it was decided to 
retain the words in the text, enclosed within square brack- 
ets. 


1.99 ἀποκατήλλαξεν [ΠῚ 


‘The conflicting textual phenomena of this verse are difficult 
to resolve, On the one hand, the reading ἀποκατήλλαξεν is 
well supported (8 A © De K nearly all minuscules it yg 
syr? egp™" al) and provides acceptable sense. On the other 
hand, however, if this were the original reading, it is execedingly 
difficult to explain why the other readings should have arisen, 
Faced with this dilemma, and considering a passive verb to 
totally unsuitable in the context, a majority of the Com- 











20 δι᾽ αὐτοῦ... αὐτόν it is surprising that there appears 
to be no variant ἑαυτόν and that editors [Moule means modo editors 
0 not print αὐτόν, which seems to be required by the sense in order to 
distinguish Christ, referred to in δι᾽ αὐτοῦ, from God, to whom (probably) 
the reconciliation is made” (An Idiom Book of New Testament Greek 
(Cambridge, 1953), p. 119). inodem Greck translation of the New 
Testament P. N. Trempela {Trebela] (2nd ed., Athens, 1955) prints 
δι ai πρὸς τὸν ἑαυτόν. 
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mittee preferred to follow the preponderance of external testi- 
mony and therefore adopted ἀποκατήλλαξεν. 


(Despite the harsh anacoluthon that a passive verb creates 
after ὑμᾶς in ver, 21, only ἀποκατηλλάγητε, which is attested 
by diversified and early witnesses (B Hilary Ephraem, as well 
as, in effect, p* and 33, both of which have seribal misspellings 
that presuppose -ηλλάγητε), can account for the rise of the 
other readings as more or less successful attempts to mend 
the syntax of the sentence. B.M.M.} 








3.8. τοῦ θεοῦ, Χριστοῦ {B} 


Among what at first sight scems to be a bewildering variety 
of variant readings, the one adopted for the text is plainly 
to be preferred (a) because of strong external testimony (p* 
B Hilary Pelagius Ps-Jerome) and (Ὁ) because it alone provides 
an adequate explanation of the other readings as various 
seribal attempts to ameliorate the syntactical ambiguity of 
τοῦ θεοῦ, Χριστοῦ. 





3.7 ἐν εὐχαριστίᾳ [0] 


Although the reading ἐν αὐτῇ ἐν εὐχαριστίᾳ is rather 
strongly supported (B D° H K 614 Byz Lect it syre" 
cop" arm al), the Committee regarded it as a copyist’s 
assimilation to 4.2, and explained the reading ἐν αὐτῷ ἐν 
εὐχαριστίᾳ (8* D* itt syr"* al) as a subsequent modi- 
fication made under the influence of the preceding phrase 
ἐν αὐτῷ. The reading ἐν αὐτῇ (ΡΨ 048?) no doubt arose 
through transcriptional oversight by which ἐν εὐχαριστίᾳ was 
omitted. The original reading appears to be ἐν εὐχαριστίᾳ, 
which is adequately supported by 8* A C Ins 33 81 1739 
ve cop eth al. 





1 For a fuller discussion soe Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, 
pp. 236-88. 
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3.19. βαπτισμῷ [ΟἹ 


Both βαπτισμῷ and βαπτίσματι are well supported: the 
former by p* 8¢ B D* G 1739 al, the latter by 8* A C_D* K P 
Ψ 33 SI 614 al (the versional evidence is ambiguous), Α ma- 
jority of the Committee preferred βαπτισμῷ becanse, being 
the less usual term for Christian baptism in the ancient church 
(sce the two words in G. W. H. Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon), 
copyists were more likely to alter it to βαπτίσματι than vice 
versa. 








3.12 ὑμᾶς (2) [0] 


A majority of the Committee preferred ὑμᾶς, which is 
adequately supported by 8* A C K 81 614 1739 syre' 
cop eth al, and explained (a) its omission from δὲ Ὁ Ὁ P 
Ψ al on the ground of its seeming to be superfluous, and 
(6) its replacement with ἡμᾶς in p! B 33 88 it” syrm! arm al 
as due to a desire to conform the person to the following 
ἡμῖν. 





3.18. ἅ (Β] 


‘The reading ἅ is strongly supported by p and good repre- 
sentatives of the Alexandrian and the Western types of text 
(8* A B D* I 33 1739 it? cop'*-'» Speenlum al). Apparently the 
negative (either οὐκ in F G or μή in N° C De K PW 614 
ite yg syr™* goth arm al) was added by copyists who 
either misunderstood the sense of ἐμβατεύων or wished to en- 
hance the polemical nuance that is earried on by the following 
εἰκῇ Φυσιούμενος. The singular reading μή (81) is an accidental 
seribal error. The inherent difficulty of the verse as a whole has 
given rise to a number of conjectural emendations (see ὁ. g., 
Bruce in E. K, Simpson and F. F, Bruce, Commentary on the 
Epistles to the Ephesians and the Colossians |Grand Rapids, 
|, p- 248, n. 93). 
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2.23. ταπεινοφροσύνῃ [καί] [Ὁ] 


‘A minority of the Committee preferred the reading without 
καί cn the basis of strong and early external evidence, and the 
likelihocd that copyists would insert καί on the assumption 
that ἀφειδέᾳ was the third in a series of datives after ἐν, rather 
than an instrumental dative qualifying the previous preposi- 
tional phrase. On the other hand, the majority of the Com- 
mittee regarded the omission as accidental and preferred the 
reading with καί, which is widely supported by 8 A C Ds 
H ΚΡ ¥ 33 81 614 vg syr” cop arm al. As a compromise 
it was decided to adopt καξ but to enclose it within square 
brackets. The reading ταπειροφροσύνῃ τοῦ νοὸς καί (G ἐν 5:5 
syr al) is an expansion derived probably from ver. 18. 











8.4. ὑμῶν [0] 


Although it is possible that ἡμῶν, which is supported by 
B De H K 326 614 1241 syr?* cop® al, was altered by eopyists 
to ὑμῶν in order to agree with the second person pronouns 
before and after, the Committee was impressed by the eon- 
siderably stronger manuseript evidence which supports ὑμῶν, 
including p! and good representatives of both the Alexandrian 
and the Western text-types (8 © D* F G PW 88 81 88 104 
1739 it vg cop™ goth arm eth al). 





3.6 θεοῦ [ἐπὶ rods υἱοὺς τῆς ἀπειθείας | 0} 


It is exceedingly difficult to decide whether the words 
eri... ἀπειθείας were added in most witnesses by copyists 
who recollected Eph 5.6 (where no manuscript omits the 
words), or whether they are absent from p# B eop" eth”? and 
several Fathers (Clement Cyprian Macrobius Ambrosiaster 
Kphraem Jerome) because of an accident in transmission. 
In view of (a) the very widespread testimony supporting the 
longer reading (8 A Ο Ὁ F GI K 1, P almost all minuseules 
it ve sy" cop™ goth arm eth? Clement Chrysostom afi 
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and (b) the ineoncinnity produced by the shorter reading with 
the following ἐν οἷς, as well as (6) the impression that καὶ 
ὑμεῖς in ver. 7 assumes a previous mention of unbelieving 
Gentiles, a majority of the Committee decided to retain the 
words in the text but to enclose them within square brackets 
in order to indieate a measure of doubt. as to their genuineness 
in Colossians. 





8.18 κύριος [Οἱ 

On the strength of the weight of p* joined by the best wit 
nesses of both the Alexandrian and the Western texts (A B 
Dt ὦ it** vg Speculum al) the Committee preferred κύριος, 
and explained Χριστός (δ C De K P Ψ 614 1739 Bye Lect 
it syr eop™> goth eth Clement al) as an interpreta- 
tion by copyists of the more indefinite κύριος, and the other 
two variant readings (θεός 8* and θεὸς ἐν Χριστῷ 33 arm 
‘Augustine'®) as due to seribal assimilation (partial or eom- 
plete) to Eph 4. 











8.16 Χριστοῦ {BI 

Instead of the unusual expression “the word of Christ,” 
which occurs nowhere else in the New ‘Testament, several 
witnesses substitute the more customary “the word of God’ 
(A C¥33 451 1241 al) or “the word of the Lord” (8* I 2127 
cop’ Clement), Χριστοῦ is strongly supported by p® δὲς B Ct 
DG K P ¥ 81 614 1739 Bye Lect it vg syr'™ cop™re™ goth 
arm al, 





3.16 θεῷ [B} 


In place of θεῷ, which is strongly supported by early and 
diversified testimony (τ 8 A B C* D* G Ve 33 81 1739 
it**% vg sy?-* ep! arm Clement Speculum al), the Textus 
Rereptus, influenced by the parallel in Eph 5.19 (where there 
is no variation), substitutes κυρίῳ, with Οὐ Ὁ. K V* 614 
Bye Lect it® goth αἱ. 
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B17 θεῷ πατρί {C} 





The very unusual collocation τῷ θεῷ πατρί, ν 
supported by p*" 8 A B C 81 442 1739 1985 it 
goth eth Ambrose Speculum, was emended by copyists who 
inserted καί, thus imitating Eph 5.20 and similar passages. 
(See also the comments on 1.3 and 12.) 


ich is widely 





4.8. γνῶτε τὰ περὶ ἡμῶν [0] 


The reading ἕνα γνῶτε τὰ περὶ ἡμῶν (‘that you may know 
how we are”), which is adequately supported by good repre- 
fentatives of the Alexandrian, Western, and [astern types 
of text (A B D* G P 33 81 ittets gyro cop™ arm eth 
Ephracm al), best explains the origin of the other readings. 
‘Through inadvertence copyists produced nonsense either by 
substituting ὑμῶν for ἡμῶν (“that you may know how you 
are” ΝΡ 1241) or by accidentally dropping -re before τά 
(that he may know how we are’ 330 451 2). The reading 
WG τὰ περὶ ὑμῶν (ρᾳ Re C De K Ψ G14 1739 Bye Lect 
ve sy" cop goth al) was produced when copyists tried 
to make sense of ἵνα γνῶτε τὰ περὶ ὑμῶν (a) by taking 
it as ἵνα γνῷ τε τὰ περὶ ὑμῶν and then (Ὁ) omitting re 
as awkward and superfluous. The reading adopted for the text 
is congruent with the writer’s declared purpose of ‘Tychicus's 
visit: (verses 7 and 9). 


4.18. πολὺν πόνον 


Instead οἱ πόνον, which is a very rare word in the New 
Testament (it occurs only here and in Re 16.10, 11; 21.4), 
copyists have introduced various substitutions: πολὺν xérav 
D* F G; πολὺν ζῆλον D> 33 1906 1908; ζῆλον πολύν 
K LY most minuscules syr?-», followed by the Textus Recoptus; 
πολὺν πόθον 442 1912; πόθον πολύν 10 104 263; πολὺν ἀγῶνα. 
6 424 1739. The reading adopted for the text is strongly 
supported by 8 A B C P 88 206 436 467 1837 1838 Euthalius. 
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4.15 Νύμφαν καὶ τὴν κατ᾽ οἶκον αὐτῆς {C} 

Νυμφαν can be accented Νύμφαν, from the feminine nomina- 
tive Νύμφα (“Nympha”), or Νυμφᾶν, from the masculine 
nominative Νυμφᾶς (“Nymphas”). ‘The uncertainty of the 
gender of the name led to variation in the following possessive 
pronoun between αὐτῆς and αὐτοῦ. On the basis chiefly of the 
weight of B 6 424° 1739 1877 1881 syr"-"™* cop* Origen, the 
Committee preferred Niupav ... αὐτῆς. ‘The reading with 
αὐτῶν arose when copyists included ἀδελφούς in the reference, 






418. ὑμῶν. [ΑἹ 

The ‘Textus Receptus adds the liturgical ἀμήν, with x 
Ὁ Κὶ  Ψ 88 614 1739 Bye Lect it's! γᾷ syre.s.oxt egy ime 
goth al. If the word were present originally, however, it is 
impossible to account for its deletion from such early and 
itnesses as ΝΥ A BC Ὁ O48 88 SL ISSI itt gyro 
arm eth’ al. 











varied 
cop" 


4.18 Subscription 

(@) In 8 B* C 88 339 466 1908 the subseription is πρὸς 
Κολασσαεῖς (note the spelling -Aa-; BE D 6 LP and most 
witnesses spell the word with -Ao-]. Other subscriptions ine 
clude: £b) πρὸς Kod. ἐγράφη ἀπὸ ‘Pans (A om. ἐγρ.) Be P; 
(©) ἐτελέσθη (F -στη) πρὸς Κολοσσαεῖς ¥ G; (d) us (b) plus 
διὰ Ῥυχικοῦ καὶ ᾿Ονησίμου K 82 101 122 431 460 1907 1924, 
followed by the Textus Receptus; (¢) τοῦ ἁγίου Παύλου. 
ἐπιστολὴ πρὸς Κολοσσαεῖς ἀπὸ Ῥώμης διὰ Τυχικοῦ καὶ 
'Ὁνησέμου L. 
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11 εἰρήνη (Bi 

es of the Alexandrian and the Western types 
of text uni supporting the shorter reading (BG W 1739 
μι γα aye cop), Other witnesses expand. the 
salutation by adding phrases familiar from the salutations in 
other Pauline letters, If any one of these expansions had 
been original, there is no reason why it would have been de- 
leted. 





Representa 














1.17 τύπον 

It is more likely that copyists would have altered the 
singular number τύπον (Β D* ὃ 38 81 104 18) 424° 442 1311 
1739 1908 2005 itt" vy avr cop™ley arm eth arab) 
to the plural τύπους (ΝΑ CF GK L PW most minuseules 
it <yr* al) in onder to agree with ὑμᾶς than view versa, The 
reading τύπος in D* is a scribal error. 














3.17 νήπιοι {C} 

From a transeriptional point of view it is difficult to decide 
whether νήπιοι arose by dittography after the preceding -», 
or whether mot arose by haplography. Likewise, consider 
tions of what the author was more likely to haye written are 
equally inconclusive, Thus, though Panl uses νήπιος almost 
a dozen times elsewhere, whereas ἥπισς is found in the Greek 
Ὁ the apostle always applies νήπιοι 
to his converts and nowhere else refers to himself as a νήπιος. 
Again, though the shift of metaphor from that of babe to that 
of mother-nurse is admittedly a violent one, it is character 
istically Pauline and no more startling than the sudden shift 


629 
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of metaphor in Ga 4.19. In the absence of any strong argument 
based on internal probabilities, a majority of the Committee 
preferred to follow what is admittedly the stronger external 
attestation and to adopt νήπιοι." 


(Despite the weight of external evidence, only ἥπιοι seems 
to suit the context, where the apostle’s gentleness makes an 
appropriate sequence with the arrogance disclaimed in ver. 6. 
The choice of reading has a bearing on the punctuation; if 
ἥπιοι is adopted, a full stop should follow ἀπόστολοι, a 
comma should follow ὑμῶν, and ἃ colon should follow τέκνα. 
B.M.M. and A.W, 


3.12 καλοῦντος [0] 


Apparently under the influence of Gu 1.0 the Textus Receptus 
adopted the uorist tense καλέσαντος, with 8 A 104 326 606 
1611 1831 1906 1912 2005 and a variety of versions (the weight 
of whose testimony, however, is diminished by idiomatic 
considerations). The present tense καλοῦντος, which is appro- 
priate in the context, is strongly supported by B Ὁ F GH 
K L P and most minuscules, 








2.15 προφήτας {A} 


The Textus Receptus reads ἰδίους προφήτας, following a 
variety of secondary witnesses (DS K W most minuscules 
syr?* goth al). Whether these somehow derived the reading 
ftom Mareion, who inserted the word in order to limit the 
reference to Jewish prophets, or whether they were influenced 
by ἰδίων in the preceding verse, is immaterial for the prosent 
purpose. The shorter reading is devisively supported by the 
best representatives of several text-types (8 A B D* GIP 
33 81 1739 it vg cop" arm eth). 





"For a fuller discussion of the variants, see Metager, The Text of the 
New Testament, pp. 280-33. 
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3.2 καὶ συνεργὸν τοῦ θεοῦ ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ τοῦ Χριστοῦ 
[Β] 


‘Amid the variety οἵ readings, the chief textual questions 
are whether συνεργόν or διάκονον should be read, and whether 
τοῦ θεοῦ should be retained or omitted. Although on the basis 
of external evidence it may appear that the reading καὶ 
διάκονον τοῦ θεοῦ... δ A P W 81 629+ 1739 it vg syr" 
copy goth eth) should be adopted, the reading that 
best accounts for the origin of the others is καὶ συνεργὸν 
τοῦ θεοῦ... (D* 33 it?" Ambrosiaster Pelagius Ps-Jerome). 
In order to remove the objectionable character which the bold 
designation συνεργὸς τοῦ θεοῦ appeared to have, some eopyists 
deleted the words τοῦ θεοῦ (B 1962) or transferred them to 
qualify τοῦ εὐαγγελίου (arm), while others substituted διάκο- 
νον for συνεργὸν (for witnesses see preceding sentence). Still 
later are the conflate readings which embody both διάκονον 
and συνεργόν (G itt), the latter sometimes qualified by ἡμῶν 
rather than by τοῦ θεοῦ (D¢ K 88 104 614 Byz Lect syrr with + 
Textus Reeeptus).! 





3.18 αὐτοῦ. [ἀμήν.] [0] 


Was ἀμήν dropped by copyists who thought it inappropriate 
in the body of a Pauline epistle (just ax ἀμήν was omitted by a 
attering of witnesses at the close of Ro 15.38 and 16.24), 
or was it added as liturgically appropriate in the context, 
lly when ver. 13 came to be the conclusion of an ec- 
ὡ ? Since it is very difficult to reach a confident, 
ce the external attestation is rather evenly 
balanced, a majority of the Committee decided to include 
ἀμήν, but to enclose it within square brackets. 














2 For a fuller diseussion, see Metager, The Text of the New Testament, 
pp. 240-42. 
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41 καθὼς καὶ περιπατεῖτε 


‘The parenthetical clause καθὼς καὶ περιπατεῖτε is lacking 
in De K 1 Ψ 177 206 257 623 917 1175 1518 1739 s 
(and the Textus Receptus), having been dropped either acci- 
dentally (through confusion with the earlier καθώς clause) or 
deliberately (as seemingly superfluous). External testimony 
supporting the clause is strong ὩΣ A B D* F G 33 104 ISI 
218 330 1311 1611 1836 1906 1912 2005 2127 it! ve syr® 
cop*' goth arm eth); internal considerations likewise favor 
the presenee of the clause, for ἵνα περισσεύητε presupposes 
the earlier mention of the Thessalonians having begun the 
Christian life, but such a beginning is not implied in the pre- 
ceding text without καθὼς καὶ περιπατεῖτε. 














4.9 ἔχετε 


Although the construction is harsh (literally, “You have no 
need to write to you") the reading ἔχετε is not only well sup- 
ported (ΔΚ A De K L most minuscules syr® cop” eth Origen 
Jobn-Damaseus Theodoret Futhalius) but accounts for the 
tise of the other readings as seribal alleviations of the irregu- 
larity: ἔχομεν (N° D* F GY 88 104 142 216 424° 927 1311 
1611 1739 2005 iv’ vg syr goth); εἴχομεν (B vg™); and 
ἔχετε γράφεσθαι (H 81 257 424* 1319 1518 1837 2127). 


4.18 κοιμωμένων 


The text is somewhat doubtful, external testimony being 
divided between κοιμωμένων, which is supported by Alex- 
andrian witnesses (8 A B 33 326), and κεκοιμημένων, sup- 
ported by Western and Byzantine witnesses (D F GK LW 
88 104 257 623 915 1245 1518 2005 Hippolytus CyrilJerusalem), 
and adopted by the Textus Receptus. The Committee pre- 
ferred the former reading, because it is found in the older 
manuscripts, and heeause it is more likely to have heen altered 
into κεκοιμημένων than conversely, the latter being the usual 
expression (cf, Mt 27. 1 Cor 15.20). 
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ὅ.4 κλέπτης {A} 

The reading κλέπτας, supported by three Alexandrian 
witnesses (A B cop), appears to have arisen from scribal 
conformation to the preceding ὑμᾶς, resulting in near non- 
sense (ef. the similar image in ver. 2). 





B21 δέ (ΟἹ 

‘The disjunctive particle δέ, as Lightfoot observed is almost; 
necessary for the sense, and, where omitted (as in 8* A 33 81 
614 2004 syr?™' cop arm al), may haye been absorbed 
by the first syllable of the following word, δοκιμάζετε. 


5.25 [καί] [ΟἹ 

On the one hand, it can be argued that καί was added by 
copyists who reealled Col 4.3. On the other hand, however, 
if the word were present originally it could have fallen out when 
its reference to ver. 17 was overlooked. In view of the balance 
of probabilities it was thought best to include καί in the text, 
but to enclose it within square brackets, 











5.27 ἀδελφοῖς [8] 


Insteal οἵ τοῖς ἀδελφοῖς a variety of witnesses, followed 
by the Textus Receptus, read τοῖς ἁγίοις ἀδελφοῖς (8° A 
ΚΡ ¥ 33 81 614 1730 Bye Lect it vg syr?-") cop goth 
arm ethe? al), While it is possible to account for the rend- 
ing τοῖς ἀδελφοῖς on the supposition that ἁγίοις fell out 
accidentally because of homoeoteleuton, the Committee re- 
garded the shorter reading as original because (a) the οχ- 
pression of ἅγιοι ἀδελφοί occurs nowhere clse in Paul; (Ὁ) the 
probability of the accidental omission of ἁγίοις is not so great 
as the probability of its being added from ἁγίῳ in the previous 
verse; and (c) the weight of the external testimony supporting 





1 J. B. Lightfoot, Notes on Epistles of St Paul (London, 1895), p, 84. 
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the shorter reading (8* B D F G 431 436 1311 1835 1907 2004 
ites gop eth Ambrosiaster Ephraem Pelagius Cassio- 
dorus) is slightly superior to that which supports the longer 
text, The reading τοῖς ἁγίοις (1884 1985 Theophylact) is 
secondary, having arisen from an oversight in transcription, 


5.28 ὑμῶν, [B} 


Through the influence of liturgical usage, most witnesses 
add ἀμήν (8 A De K L Ρ 614 1739 Byz Lect it” vg syre-® 
cop goth eth). It is absent from good representatives of 
both the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (B D* F G 
33 424° 1881 it’ gyre! cop arm Ambrosiaster). 


5.28 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in 8 B* 83 is πρὸς Θεσσαλονίκεις a 
(83 omits α). Other subscriptions include; (Ὁ) πρὸς Θεσ- 
σαλονίκεις ἃ ἐπληρώθη 1); (c) ἐτελέσθη πρὸς Θεσσαλονίκεις 
ἃ (F) G; (4) πρὸς θεσσαλονίκεις ἃ (or πρώτη) ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 
᾿Αθηνῶν A Β΄ K 1908 and many other minuscules, followed 
by the Textus Reeeptus (reading πρώτη); (¢) τοῦ ἁγίου 
ἀποστόλου TMavaov πρὸς Θεσσαλονίκεις ἐπιστολὴ ἃ ἐγράφη 
ἀπὸ ᾿Αθηνῶν L; (f) πρὸς Θεσσαλονίκεις α' ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 
Κορίνθου ὑπὸ Παύλου καὶ Σιλουανοῦ καὶ 'Ῥιμοθέου cop eth 
Euthalius*, 
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1.2 πατρὸς [ἡμῶν] καὶ κυρίου [6] 

‘The clause with ἀπό occurs in all the Pauline letters except 
1 Thessalonians, and, except in Ga 1.3, where the evidence is 
divided, ἡμῶν always stands after πατρός. In the present 
verse it is difficult to decide whether the pronoun was present 
originally but was later omitted by copyists for stylistic reasons 
(cf. ver. 1 πατρὶ ἡμῶν), or whether the word, originally absent, 
was later added by copyists in imitation of the stereotyped 
formula, In order to represent. the balance of probabilities, a 
majority of the Committee decided to inelude the word in the 
text, but to enclose it within square brackets, The sub-singular 
readings of syr?-m! and cop*-** are doubtless intra-versional 
variants. 








3.8 ἀνομίας [0] 

Did the apostle write “‘man of sin,” as most witnesses read, 
or “man of lawlessness,” as & B 81 88" 1739 cops! arm 
Marcion Tertullian and others attest? Despite the broader ex- 
ternal testimony supporting ἁμαρτίας (witnesses from cach of 
three tuxt-types: A; D G it vg; K 1, P most minuseules), 
on the whole it appears that the early Alexandrian witnesses 
preserve the original reading, ἀνομίας, a word rarely used by 
Paul, which was altered by copyists to the much more fre- 
quently used word, ἁμαρτίας. Furthermore, γὰρ... ἀνομίας 
in ver. 7 seems to presuppose ἀνομίας here. 





3.4. καθίσαι {B} 

‘The interpretative gloss ὡς θεόν is inserted before καθίσαι 
by a great number of the later witnesses (De G* K L most 
minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus), while a few 
other witnesses (1984 1085 Theophylact) add it after καθίσαι. 
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‘The shorter text is strongly supported by early and diversified 
witnesses (8 A B D* W 33 330 1739 it vg syr* cop goth arm 
eth Marcion al). 


2.8 [᾿Ἰησοῦς] [0] 

‘The Textus Receptus, with B ΤῈ K 88 614 1789 1881 Byz 
Lect cop" al, omits Ἰησοῦς. On the other hand, the word 
is present in a wide variety of Greck and versional witnesses 
(ΔΑ D* ΟΡ Ψ 33 1241 it vg syr™ cop" arm eth al). It is 
difficult to decide whether the word is an addition introduced 
by pious scribes (vg"™ read Ἰησοῦς Χριστός), or was omitted 
either accidentally (oKci¢) or intentionally (to bring the 
quotation mere nearly into accord with Is 11.4). In order to 
represent the balance of probabilities the Committee decided 
to retain the word, but to enclose it within square brackets. 





2.8 ἀνελεῖ [0] 


On the basis chiefly of the quality of external evidence (A 
B P 81 88 451 Hippolytus al) the Committee preferred ἀνελεῖ 
(despite the possibility of its being an assimilation to the 
Septuagint Is 11.4) to the unusual form ἀνέλοι (D* F Ὁ 37 
424° 1730) and the grammatical correction ἀναλώσει (D° 
K Ψ 614 Byz Lect syr? al), the latter haying been made under 
the influence of the future καταργήσει. 





3.18. ἀπαρχήν [0] 

Although the reading ἀπ᾽ ἀρχῆς is strongly supported 
(δ DK LW most minusenles it? syr* cop arm eth 
al), the Committee preferred ἀπαρχήν (BE ΟΡ P 33 81 
1739 vg syr® cop al) because (a) ἀπ᾽ ἀρχῆς occurs no- 
where else in the Pauline corpus (πρὸ τῶν αἰώνων is used in 
1 Cor 2.7 and ἀπὸ τῶν αἰώνων in Col 1.26 to express the idea 
“from eternity”); (6) except for Php 4.15, ἀρχή in Paul alwa 
means “power”; (() ἀπαρχή occurs six other places in Paul 
(though in five of them it is with a qualifying genitive); and 
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(@) clsewhere copyists took offense at ἀπαρχήν and altered 
it to ἀπ᾿ ἀρχῆς (Re 14.4 § 336 1918, and Ro 16.5 D*), even 
though the latter expression is inappropriate in these passages. 
One manuscript (88) emphasizes the middle voice of εἵλατο 
by reading ἑαυτῷ ἀπ᾽ ἀρχῆς. 


216 [6] θεὸς ὁ πατήρ 
Struck by the unusual expression ὁ θεὸς ὁ πατὴρ ἡμῶν, 
copyists have altered ὁ πατήρ (8* (om. ὁ 8*) B De" F Ὁ 33 
431 442 1311 2143 it vg" syr® cop” arm eth) to the more 
familiar Pauline expression καὶ πατήρ (A ΤᾺ K L PY 6 81 
104 326 917 ἴτ᾽ vg syr* goth). Since the article before θεός 
is lacking in B D* K L 33 al, a majority of te Committee 
thought it wise to enclose it within square brackets, thus in- 
dicating doubt as to its right to be included in the text. 


3.6 παρελάβοσαν {C} 

‘The reading which seems best to explain the origin of the 
others is παρελάβοσαν (R* A (D* ἐλάβοσαν) 8 88 1827 1845 
2005 Basil’, whose dialectic termination’ was corrected Inter 
to παρέλαβον (8° De K L P 81 614 1780 Bye Lect al), Since 
the third perscn is surprising in the context which involves 
such frequent reference to the second person plural, the in- 
troductién of the predominantly Western reading, παρελάβετε 
(B Fe G 104 327 436 442 1611 2005 2495 syr* cop goth 
arm al), is perhaps to be expected. ‘The ‘Textus Receptus 
παρέλοβε is very weakly attested (5 76 218 234 1962 Basil 
P<Oecumenius) and arose either contextually (appropriate 
to the subject implied in ἀπὸ παντὸς ἀδελφοῦ) or graphically 
(from παρελάβε-τε). 














According to Henry St John Thackeray, “these forms in -ogay aro 
exceedingly frequent in LXX, being distributed over all the translations 
(excepting [1-2 Kg, 1-2 Chrl) from the Hesatench to 2 Esdras” (4 
Grammar of the Old Testoment iu Greek according to the Septuagint, 1 
(Cambridge, 1909], p. 213); ef. also Moulton-Howard, p. 209. 
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8.8 νυκτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας 


A majority of the Committee preferred the reading with 
the genitives (supported by 8 B F G 33 81 104 255 256 263 
442 1611 1845 1908 2005), which are in conformity with Paul’s 
usage in 1 Th 2.9 and 3.10. The reading with the accusatives 
(supported by A D K 1. P most minuscules) appears to be a 
heightening of the apostle’s statement, by emphasizing the 
duration of his labors (‘throughout night and day”). 


3.16 τρόπῳ [Β] 

In several witnesses, chiefly Western (A* D* F G 38 Τὸ 
itt." yg goth Ambrosiaster Chrysostom), the reading 
τρόπῳ, which is strongly supported by ΑΓ Β ΤΕ K P ¥ 
81 614 1739 Bye Lect syr°” cop" al, is replaced by τόπῳ, 
a more usual expression, in conformity with 1 Cor Cor 
2.14; 1 Th 18; 1 ‘Tm 28, 








8.18. ὑμῶν. [0] 


‘The liturgical ἀμήν has been introduced by copyists into 
most witnesses; those which have resisted include 8* B 6 33 
B28 424° 462 1739 1: vg™ cop*-'™* arm Ambrosiaster 
Athanasius Pelagius. 





3.18 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in 8 A B* 33 is πρὸς θεσσαλονίκεις B. 
Other subscriptions include: (Ὁ) πρὸς Θεσσαλονίκεις B ἐπλη- 
ρώθη D; (0) ἐτελέσθη (“θαι F) πρὸς θεσσαλονίκεις F G; 
(ὦ πρὸς θεσσαλονίκεις 8 ἐγράφη ἀπὸ ᾿Αθηνῶν A ΒΞ K P 
31 101 1908 1927 al, followed by the Textus Receptus (with 
δευτέρα for B); (9) τοῦ ἁγίου ἀποστόλου Παύλου πρὸς θεσ- 
σαλονίκεις δευτέρα" ἔγράφη ἀπὸ ᾿Αθηνῶν 1,; (f) πρὸς θεσ- 
σαλονίκεις δευτέραις (sic) ἐπιστολῆς [add τέλος (7}} ἐγράφη 
ἀπὸ ᾿Αθηνῶν ὑπὸ Παύλου καὶ Σιλουανοῦ καὶ Τιμοθέου cop" 
ΠΣ 


THE FIRST LETTER OF PAUL 
TO TIMOTHY 


1.15 ἐνδυναμώσαντι (B} 

Influenced by the recollection of Php 4.18, the copyists of 
several witnesses replaced the strongly supported aorist ἐνδυ- 
ναμώσαντι (8 AD GH IK PW 81 614 1739 Byz Lect most 
Old Latin vg syr*" cop’ arm) with the present ἐνδυναμοῦντι 
(8* 83 330 451 2" ite cop* al), 


1.15 πιστός {A} 


Instead of πιστός several Latin witnesses ("ΜΝ Ambro- 
siaster mss“: Je “Augustine Julian-Kelanum  Vigilis), 
perhaps recollecting a similar reading at 3.1, introduce humanus 
(=4r@pcomwvos). See also the comments on 3.1. 


117. μόνῳ 

After μόνῳ the Textus Receptus inserts σοφῷ, with Ne 
Ds K Ἱ, Ρ most minuscules syr" goth. The word is no doubt a 
seribal gloss derived from Ro 16.27; the shorter reading 
is strongly supported by good representatives of both the 
Alexandfian and the Western types of text (X* A D* F G H* 
33 1789 it*« vg syr® cop arm eth arab). 


3.1 λέγω {B} 


Recollecting Paul’s declaration in Ro 9.1, ἀλήθειαν λέγω ἐν 
Χριστῷ, many witnesses (8* De H K 614 1241 Bye it goth 
al), followed by the Textus Receptus, have added ἐν Χριστῷ. 
The emergence of the shorter reading, which is well supported 
by 8 A D™G PW 81 629 1739 ites" yg gyre copete 
eth, cannot be adequately explained on the supposition that 
the longer reading was original. Through inadvertence several 
other variant readings occur in various minuscule manuseripts, 

630 
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8.1 πιστός [B} 


‘The origin of the variant reading ἀνθρώπινος ὁ λόγος (“it is 
a human saying,” ie. “a common [or popular] saying”), 
supported by several Western witnesses (D* it? Ambrosiaster 
mss το Jeome Augustine Speculum Sedulins Scotus), is puzzling, 
If the evidence were confined to Latin witnesses (as is the ease 
for the similar variant at 1.15), the translation Auwmanus could 
be taken as a very free rendering of πιστός (hum. =benignus), 
but this leaves unexplained the origin of the reading in D* 
(the theory that the Greek text of this manuscript was in- 
fluenced by the Latin translation is disputable). Perhaps the 
Greek text arose accidentally when a copyist mistook mictoc 
for ANINO and mistakenly resolved it as ἀνθρωπινος; 
or (as H. B, Swete proposed!) perhaps the translator (or 
copyist) confused πιστός, standing at the beginning of a 
line, with minoc, and considered it to be the final syllables of 
ἀνθρώπινος; or perhaps a copyist, taking the designation 
πιστὸς ὁ λόγος to be a formula that introduces a following 
statement and observing how ill-suited the expression is to 
introduce yer, 3b, deliberately substituted ἀνθρώπινος. for 
πιστὸς. In any ease, the Committee was impressed by the 
overwhelming weight and variety of witnesses that support 
πιστός, and thought it improbable that πιστός was introduced 
as a substitute for’ ἀνθρώπινος by copyists who recalled the 
expression πιστὸς ὁ λόγος at 4.9; 2 Tm 2.11; and Tt 3.8, 
where there are no variant readings, In Titus the words cannot 
be a formula introducing a quotation, but must be taken as a 
formula of asseveration, relating to what precedes. In the 
present, passage, likewise, πεστός may be taken with 2.15. 











8.8 πλήκτην 
After πλήκτην the Textus Receptus, as well as many minus- 
cules, inserts μὴ αἰσχροκερδῇ. The words are a gloss derived 
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from ‘Tt L7 and are not present in ADF GK LP 5 38 88 
104 IST 218 263 323 424° 436 442 460 462 618 623 635 920 
1149 1738 1827 1837 1838 1906* 1944 2004 2125 it** vg gyre 
cop™ goth arm eth al. 


3.16 ὅς {B} 





which, on the basis of external evidence and 
transcriptional probability, best explains the rise of the others 
is ὅς. It is supported by the earliest and best uncials (ΝΡ ΑΝ 
C* Gr) as well as by 33 365 442 2197 syr"*-e" goth ether 
Origen* Epiphanius Jerome Theodore Eutherius*: 19 Treetoret 
Cyril Cyrib: © FrOsamentee Liberatus, Furthermore, since the 
neuter relative pronoun ὅ must have arisen as @ seribal correc- 
tion of ὅς (to bring the relative into concord with μυστήριον), 
the witnesses which read 6 (D* it**\ vg Ambrosiaster 
Marius Victorinus Hilary Pelagius Augustine) also indirectly 
presuppose ὅς as the earlier reading. The Textus Reeeptus 
reads θεός, with &* (this corrector is of the twelfth century) 
APC De K L Ρ Ψ 81 330 614 1739 Byz Lect Gregory-Nyssa 
Didymus Chrysostom Theodoret Euthalius and later Mathers, 
‘Thus, no uncial (in the first hand) earlier than the eighth 
or ninth century (Ψ) supports θεός; all ancient versions 
presupppse ὅς or 8; and no patristic writer prior to the last 
third of the fourth century testifies to the reading θεός, ‘The 
reading θεός arose either (a) accidentally, through the mis- 
reading of oc as @¢, or (b) deliberately, cither to supply a 
substantive for the following six verbs, or, with less probability, 
to provide greater dogmatic precision, 














4.10 ἀγωνιζόμεθα (Οἱ 

It is diffitult to decide between ὀνειδιζόμεθα, which is 
supported by Ἀς D L P most minuscules it vg cop. goth arm 
eth Origen Ambrosiaster al, and ἀγωνιζόμεθα, which is read 
by 8* A C Fe Ge K Ψ 33 88 104 326 442 915 1175 1245 1518 
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1611 1874 al. A majority of the Committee preferred the latter, 
partly because it has slightly better attestation and partly 
because it seems better suited to the context. 


4.12 ἀγάπῃ 

Perhaps under the influence of Col 1.8, after ἀγάπῃ the 
‘Textus Receptus inserts ἐν πνεύματι, with K LP most minus- 
cules John-Damascus Theodoret. The shorter reading is strongly 
supported by the best representatives of both the Alexandrian 
and the Western text-types (8 A C Ὁ F G 33 104 it** vg 
syr* cop" goth arm eth), 


5.16 mor [0] 


Instead of πιστή (ΝΑ C F Ge P 33 81 1739 1881 it 
vg cop" ethe? al) the Textus Receptus reads πιστὸς ἢ 
πιστή with DK LY most minuscules it! syr?* al. While 
it is possible that πιστὸς # was omitted accidentally through 
an oversight in copying, a majority of the Committee, ob- 
serving that the shorter reading is somewhat better attested 
than the longer reading, regarded the latter asa natural ex- 
pansion made by copyists who, in light of ver. 4, felt that a 
estriction of the principle of this verse to Christian women 
was unfair ‘The reading πιστός is confined to versions and 
may be merely translational in origin. 








5.19 ἐκτὸς εἰ μὴ ἐπὶ δύο ἢ τριῶν μαρτύρων 

‘These words, fcund in all extant manuscripts of the passage, 
were absent from some Latin manuscripts known to Jerome, 
and pethaps also from the copies used by Cyprian and Ambro- 
siaster, who quote no further than παραδέχου. 


8.8 προσέρχεται 


‘The reading προσέχεται, which is attested by several wit- 
nesses, chiefly Western (8* 1912 it vg arm Cyprian Ambrosiaster 
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Lucifer Pelagius Theodore), appears to be a seribal correction 
for the more difficult reading προσέρχεται, which is ade- 
quately supported by the rest of the witnesses 


6.5 εὐσέβειαν (ΑἹ 


After εὐσέβειαν the Textus Receptus adds ἀφίστασο ἀπὸ 
τῶν τοιούτων, with ΠΥ K L P ¥ 061 most minuscules 
it syr®-" goth™* arm eth°? Irenueus Cyprian Ambrosiaster 
Speculum al. Although the reading is ancient, as appears from 
patristic testimony, it must be rejected as ἃ pions but banal 
loss, because (a) the best manuscripts of both the Alexandrian 
and the Western types of text (8 A D* F G 048 33 81 88 424° 
1739 1881 it®" vg cop goth” eth’? Origen Ambrose) 
support the shorter reading, and (Ὁ) if it were present originally, 
πὸ good reason can be assigned for its omission. 


6.7 ὅτι 16] 


‘There is great variation among the witnesses concerning 
the connection between the two parts of the sentence. Quite 
secondary are δῆλον ὅτι (δ De K LP W 104 326 614 Byz 
Lect syr®* Mareion al) and ἀληθὲς ὅτι (D* it*" goth ΟἹ 
Speculuin al), each of which is an obvious alleviation introduced 
in order te clarify the sense. Similarly, the readings καί (cop 
arm eth) and ἀλλ᾽ (Augustine) imply probably nothing more 
than a free rendering or paraphrase of ὅτι. Thus, the oldest 
ascertainable reading among the extant witnesses appears to 
be ὅτι, which is supported, directly or indirectly, by a variety 
of good witnesses (X* A F G 048 061 33 $1 1739 1881 it#" and 
the versional evidence supporting καί and ἀλλ᾽), and which 
best explains the origin of the other readings. The omission of 
any connective at all by several patristic writers (Ephraem 
Orsisius Jerome Augustine Cyril) doubtless reflects merely 9 
rhetorical expedient when quoting a difficult text. 
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817 θεῷ 
After θεῷ the Textus Reeoptus adds τῷ ζῶντι with D 





(D* om, τῷ) Κ L most minuscules it? αγγρ al. The shorter 
reading, which is supported by good representatives of both 
the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (Ὁ A F GP 
33 424° itt vg cop*-% arm eth al), was expanded by copyists 
who recollected the reference to “the living God” in 3.15 or 
4.10. 


6.19 ὄντως [Β] 


‘The Textus Receptus, with ΤΥ K L P 614 1241 Bye 
Lect cop*°"* Chrysostom al, reads αἰωνίου, a manifest correc- 
tion for the less usual ὄντως, which is supported by the better 
witnesses of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of 
text (ΝΑ D* F G Ψ 33 81 104 1739 it vg syre- cop 
arm eth Ambrosiaster al). A few witnesses (69 296 467 1175) 
present, the conflated reading ὄντως αἰωνίου. 





6.21 ἡ χάρις μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν. {C} 


The reading of the Textus Receptus, ἡ χάρις μετὰ σοῦ, 
which is supported by D K LW nearly all minuseules it" 
vg syr* eopt"* arm eth ‘Theodoret al, seems to be a cor- 
rection introduced as being more appropriate in a letter 
addressed to an individual than μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν. The latter read- 
ing, which oceurs also in 2 Tm 4,22 and Tt 3.15 (where 
a few witnesses have the singular number of the pronoun), 
is adequately supported by N* A Fe G 33 81 1811 it# eop**". 
Apparently through inadvertence, several versional and patristic 
witnesses lack the concluding benediction altogether (cop 
Chrysostom Speculum Buthalius™), The liturgical ἀμήν, whieh 
has been attached to the benediction in most witnesses, ix not 
an original part of the letter, being absent from the earliest 
representatives of both the Alexandrian and Western types of 
text (8* A ΤΡ Pe G 38 81 1311 1881 it*-s copt™* arm). 
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6.21 Subscription 

(ΟἹ The subscription in 8 A 838 460 al is πρὸς Τιμόθεον ἃ 
(or πρώτη 460 ai). Other subscriptions include the following: 
(Ὁ πρὸς Τιμόθεον ἃ ἐπληρώθη D; (ο) ἐπληρώθη ἐπιστολὴ 
πρὸς Τιμόθεον & F G; (d) πρὸς Τιμόθεον ἃ ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 
Λαοδικείας A 241 copr; (6) πρὸς Τιμόθεον ἃ ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 
Νικοπόλεως Ρ 102; (f) πρὸς Τιμόθεον ἃ (or πρώτη, 0 also 
‘Textus Receptus) ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Λαοδικείας, ἥτις ἐστὶ (ἐστὶν) 
μετρόπολις Φρυγίας τῆς Καπατιανῆς K and many minuscules 
(1908 αἱ, followed by Textus Receptus, Πακατιανῆς, al Παγκα-, 
Mapaxar-, Kercavys, Euthalius™ Maraxareavns); (9) τοῦ 
ἁγίου ἀποστόλου Παύλου πρὸς Τιμόθεον ἐπιστολὴ ἃ ἐγράφη 
ἀπὸ Λαοδικείατ᾽ ἥτις ἐστὶν μητρόπολης (sic) Φρυγίας τῆς 
Καπατιανῆς 1.; (h) a8 (4) but ἀπὸ Μακεδονίας cop" Εὶ 
thalius™™; (Ὁ) as (4) but ἀπὸ ᾿Αθηνῶν διὰ Τίτου τοῦ μαθητοῦ 
αὐτοῦ cop'™, 








THE SECOND LETTER OF PAUL 
TO TIMOTHY 


1.11 καὶ διδάσκαλος [Οἱ 


Although the overwhelming mass of witnesses (all except 
Nt A I 33 1175 sy!) read ἐθνῶν, the Committee regarded 
the word as a gloss introduced by copyists from the parallel 
passage in 1 Tm 2.7, there being no good reason to account, for 
its omission if it were original here. 


3.3 συγκακοπάθησον 

‘The ‘Textus Receptus, following Οὐ De K L most minuscules 
syr goth Chrysostom Euthalius Theodoret John-Damascus, 
reads σὺ οὖν κακοπάθησον. Probably the beginning of ver. 1 
gave occasion for the alteration, which wus also recommended 
by the lack of any word to which the prefixed preposition 
refers. Even the occurrence in some manuscripts (D* ἘΦ) of 
the reading συστρατιώτης for στρατιώτης is an indication 
that συγκακοπάθησον is original. 


2.14 βεοῦ {C} 

It is difficult to decide between ἐνώπιον τοῦ θεοῦ and ἐνώπιον 
τοῦ κυρίου, both of which are supported by weighty evidence. 
‘A majority of the Committee preferred the former reading, 
which is in harmony with 4.1 and 1 Tm 5.4 and 21. The reading 
Χριστοῦ (206 429 1758) obviously presupposes an earlier 
κυρίου. 


3.18 [τὴν] ἀνάστασιν {C} 


In view of the variety of ways in which copyists might have 
interpreted, or misinterpreted, the significance of the author's 
reference to ἀνάστασιν, the Committee thought it best, be- 


eT 
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cause of nearly overwhelming textual support, to include τήν. 
in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets in order to 
indicate the possibility that 8 G O48 33 Cyril may correetly 
represent the original in omitting the word. 





2.22 τῶν ἐπικαλουμένων [0] 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the other read- 
ings is well supported by 8 D K P W 88 614 1739 Byz Lect 
it vg ayr cop goth arm Speculum al. Recollecting 
Ro 10.12 or 1 Cor 1.2, not a few copyists interpolated 
πάντων (Ὁ 1 048 88 81 ite syr® cop™-t™* eth); recollecting 
Eph 6.24, the scribe of codex Alexandrinus wrote πάντων 
τῶν ἀγαπώντων. The reading τὸν καλούμενον (1985) is an 
orthographic mistake which nevertheless supports the reading 
adopted as text, 


3.8. ᾿Ιάννης καὶ ᾿Ιαμβρῆς 


Instead of Ἰάννης Ct Kuthalius™** read Ἰωάννης, and 
stead of ᾿Ιαμβρῆς certain Western witnesses (FG. ithe 
vg goth Cyprian Hippolytus Lucifer Ambrosiaster Augustine 
Ps-Augustine al) read Μαμβρῆς, which in Jewish tradition is 
parallel form of the name. 








8.11 ἐν ᾿Ικονίῳ 
Before ἐν Ἰἰκονίῳ the copyist of 181 includes a not very 


intelligent gloss: ἃ διὰ τὴν Θέκλαν ἔπαθεν (“the things which 
he [should be ἢ] suffered on account of Thecla [in Ieonium)”). 


8.16 καί 


Because the word καί seems to disturb the construction, it 
is omitted in several versions and Fathers (vg syr® cop’ 
Origen’ Hilary Ambrosiaster Primasius), 


"Soe Hugo Odeherg in Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of the New 
Testament, us, pp. 1925. 
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4.1 καὶ τὴν ἐπιφάνειαν [ΟἹ] 

Instead of καί, which involves the more difficult construction, 
the Textus Receptus substitutes the easier κατά, with N° 
Ds K LP W most minuscules syr?-' cop* goth arm eth al 
‘The reading adopted for the text is amply supported by repre- 
sentatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of 
text (R* A © D* F G 38 424° 1730 2495 {5.6 vg cop al) 


4.8 πᾶσι {Cj 


Although copyists not infrequently added “all” in order to 
heighten the account, ἃ majority of the Committee was of the 
opinion that in the present instance the word is too widely 
supported in diverse textual traditions to be regarded as a 
seribal insertion, and interpreted its absence from several 
witnesses, chiefly Western (D* 424° 1739 1881 it*" vg syr" 
Ambrosiaster Ambrose Augustine Primasius), as the result: of 
an oversight in transcription. 


4.10 Γαλατίαν {B} 


‘The reading Γαλατίαν, which is strongly supported by a 
diversity of Eastern and Western witnesses (A Ὁ FG K 
L P W, 33 614 1739 Bye Lect i= syr> cop™ goth 
Irenaeus" Ephraem al), appears to be the original text, 
which in some witnesses, chiefly Alexandrian ( © 81 104 320 
436 vg cop%* eth’? Eusebius Epiphanius), was altered to 
TadXiay, either accidentally (the second a being read as A, 
with the consequent suppression of the τ), or deliberately (by 
copyists who took it to mean Gaul, which in the early centuries 
of the Christian era was commonly called Γαλατία). 


4.16 ἐγκατέλιπον. 


The Committee was almost evenly divided in preference 
between the imperfect tense ἐγκατέλειπον (A Ὁ Dos FG L 
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104 326 623 920 1175 1739 1845 2004 2127 2298 al) and the 
second aorist ἐγκατέλιπον (δ D* most minuscules). Similar 
fluctuation of readings involving these tenses occurs also in 
verses 10, 13, and 20, 


4.19. ᾿Ακύλαν 


After ᾿Ακύλαν two minuscules (181 and 460, of the eleventh 
and thirteenth centuries respectively) insert Λέκτραν τὴν 
γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ καὶ Σιμαίαν (Σημαίαν 460) καὶ Ζήνωνα τοῦ 
υἱοὺς αὐτοῦ. Since, according to the apocryphal Acts of Paul 
and Thecla (§ 2), these are the names of the wife and the 
children of Onesiphorus, the gloss was evidently written first 
in the margin and later introduced into the text at the wrong 
place (giving Aquila two wives!). 


4.22 κύριος 


‘Three forms of text are current: (a) the shortest is ὁ κύριος 
μετὰ τοῦ πνεύματός σου, read by Ν᾿ Fe G 88 1739 ite; 
(Ὁ several witnesses expand by including Ἰησοῦς after κύριος 
(A 102 104 1245); and (Ὁ) the full formulation κύριος Ἰησοῦς 
Χριστὸς occurs in 8° C Ὁ Καὶ L PW 6 81 257 326 
it® vg syr" (sour Lord...) cop arm John-Dau 
Ambrosiaster Chrysostom Euthalius Theodoret al. 

In the expectation that a letter as late as 2 Timothy would 
have the fullest formulation, one would be tempted to explain 
the shorter readings as due to accidental omissions. Such 
omissions of the sacred namo(s), however, are rare,' and iis 
far more probable that the original reading is that preserved 








* Among the very occasional instances of the accidental omission of 
nomina sacra are the absence of Ἰησοῦς after κύριος in L at Col 3.17, 
and the reading ὅτι ὁ κύριος in B at 1 Cor 11.23, which has been 
mechanically conformed to the preceding ἀπὸ τοῦ κυρίου. 








THE SECOND LETTER TO TIMOTHY 651 


by the joint testimony of Alexandrian (* 33) and Western 
(δ G it) witnesses, supported as well by 1739. 


4.22 ἡ χάρις μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν. [Β] 

Of the eight forms of the final sentence of the letter, that 
attested by 8* A C G 33 81 1881 appears to be superior on 
the score of external evidence and transcriptional probability, 
‘The substitution of the first person plural pronoun ἡμῶν 
(460 1908 1984 eop%"* Chrysostom al) is perhaps merely 
‘an orthographic variant, arising from the circumstance that 
in late Greek v and ἢ were pronounced alike, The substitution 
of σοῦ for the plural pronoun in several versions (gyr? cop?™ 
arm) may kave been prompted by σοὺ in the preceding sentence, 
or by the seeming unsuitability of the plural pronoun in a 
letter addressed to an individual (ef, also the similar variant 
reading in 1 Tm 6.21), The reading ἔρρωσ᾽ ἐν εἰρήνῃ of 
several Western witnesses (D* it“) combines the usual fare- 
well greeting of Hellenistic letters with the Jewish-Christian 
expression ἐν εἰρήνῃ. The addition of the liturgical ἀμήν (δ᾽ 
De K P Ψ it yg syre-™ cop'™™ eth? al) is natural; its 
deliberate omission, supposing that it were present originally, 
is most unlikely in such diversified witnesses as 8* A C G 33. 
81 1881 ite cop!" eth Ambrosiaster. In a scuttering of 
witnesses (330 cop" oth?? Ambrosiaster Pelagius Ps-Jerome) 
the entire sentence is lacking, probably because it was felt 
to be superfluous after the preceding sentence. 








4.22 Subscription 

(Ὁ) ‘The subscription in N C 33 is πρὸς Τιμόθεον. Other 
subscriptions include the following: (Ὁ) πρὸς Τιμόθεον δευτέρα. 
90 al; (c) πρὸς Τιμόθεον B ἐπληρώθη D; (4) ἐτελέσθη πρὸς 
Τιμόθεον F G; (6) πρὸς Τιμόθεον βὶ ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Λαοδικείας 
A; (Ὁ πρὸς Ty ν B ἔγράφει ἀπὸ Ῥώμης P; (9) as (f) plus 
ὅτε ἐκ δευτέρου παρέστη Παῦλος τῷ Καίσαρι Ῥώμης (464 
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Ῥωμαίων) Νέρωνι 464 Vuthalius™; (h) πρὸς Τεμόθεον δευ- 
τέρα" τῆς ᾿Εφεσίων ἐκκλησίας ἐπίσκοπον χειροτονηθένα" 
ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Ῥώμης ὅτε ἐκ δευτέρου παρέστη Παῦλος τῷ 
Καίσαρι ἹῬώμης Νέρωνι K; (ἢ τοῦ ἁγίου ἀποστόλου Παύλου 
ἐπιστολὴ βὶ πρὸς Τιμόθεον τῆς Ἐφεσίων ἐκκλησίας πρῶτον 
ἐπίσκοπον χειροτονηθέντα" ἔγράφη ete. as (Ἀ) 1.; (j) πρὸς 
Τιμόθεον δευτέρα, τῆς ᾿Εφεσίων ἐκκλησίας πρῶτον ἐπίσκοπον 
χειροτονηθέντα, ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Ῥώμης, ὅτε ἐκ δευτέρου παρέστη 
Taidos τῷ Καίσαρι Νέρωνι Textus Receptus. 


THE LETTER OF PAUL TO TITUS 


1.4. χάρις καὶ εἰρήνη {BY 
The typically Pauline epistolary salutation, χάρις καὶ 
εἰρήνη, is strongly supported by good representatives of both 
the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (8 C*D G PY 
it vg). The insertion of ἔλεος (A Οὐ K 81 614 Byz Leet al and 
the Textus Receptus) seems to be an emendation prompted by 
the analogy of the threefold salutation in 1 Tm 1,2 and 
2 Tm 1.2. Other minor fluctuations, such as the inserti 
ὑμῖν (83) or σοι (cop), are obviously scribal modific 


1.9 ἐλέγχειν 


After ἐλέγχειν a trilingual manuscript of the thirteenth 
century (no. 460, Greek with Latin and Arabic versions) 
adds μὴ χειροτονεῖν διγάμους μηδὲ διακόνους αὐτοὺς ποιεῖν, 
μηδὲ γυναῖκας ἔχειν ἐκ dvyaulas’ μηδὲ προσερχέσθωσαν ἐν 
τῷ θυσιαστηρίῳ λειτουργεῖν τὸ θεῖον. τοὺς ἄρχοντας τοὺς 
ἀδικοκρίτας καὶ ἄρπαγας καὶ ψεύστας καὶ ἀνελεήμονας ἔλεγχε 
ὡς θεοῦ διάκονος (“Do not appoint those who have married 
twice or make them deacons, and do not take wives in a 
second Marriage; let them not come to serve the Deity at the 
altar. As God's servant reprove the rulers who are unjust judges 
and robbers and liars and unmerciful’). See also the comments 
‘on ver. 11. 








1.10 πολλοὶ [καί] {C} 


τὸ is difficult to decide whether καί was added in accordance 
with the rhetorical usage known as hendiadys, or whether it 
was omitted’ by copyists who. not appreciating such usage, 
deleted it both as unnecessary and as apparently disturbing to 
the sense. A majority of the Committee preferred to follow the 
testimony of Ὁ GI K ¥ 1739 it** vg Speculum al, which read 
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καί, but to enelose the word within square brackets in view 
of its absence from such weighty authorities as 8 A C 33 SI 
it spr" cop al, 


1.11. χάριν 


After χάριν the trilingual manuscript 460 (see also the 
comments on ver. 9) adds τὰ τέκνα ol τοὺς ἰδίους γονεῖς 
ὑβρίζοντες ἢ τύπτονες ἐπιστόμιζε καὶ ἔλεγχε καὶ νουθέτει 
ὡς πατὴρ τέκνα (“The children who abuse or strike their 
parents you must check and reprove and admonish as a father 
his children’). 


3.5 olxoupyods 


Instead of the word οἰκουρούς (5 De HL P most minuscules 
most, Fathers, followed by the Textus Receptus), which occurs 
frequently in classical Greek, 8* A C D* F GI 33 177 330 
623 Clement of Rome al read οἰκουργούς, which occurs else- 
where only in Soranus, a medical writer of the second century 
Ap. A majority of the Committee preferred the latter reading 
because of superior external support, and because it was re- 
gurded more probable that an unusual word should have been 
altered by copyists to a well-known word, than vice versa. 

‘The text may be punctuated with or without a comma after 
οἰκουργούς. 





3.7 ἀφθορίαν 


The Committee preferred the reading ἀφθορίαν (“ineorrup- 
tion”) because it is supported by good representatives of both 
the Alexandrian and Western types of text (&* A Ο D* 
33 al), and because its rarity explains the origin of the other 
readings: ἀφθονίαν (“freedom from envy”) Ὁ Fe G# 88 915 
cop’, ἀδιαφθορίαν (“sincerity”) ΜῈ De L most minuseules 
mm (followed by the Textus Receptus), and ἀδιαφορέαν 
(“indifference”) 3 1905 Theodoret*. The lust reading is 
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an obvious transcriptional error; all four words are hapax 
‘ew Testament. 





legomena in the } 


3.1 ἀρχαῖς {C} 

After ἀρχαῖς the Textus Receptus adds xat, following the 
later uncials (D° K P) as well as most of the minuscules, 
versions, and Fathers. The more difficult asyndetic con- 
struction is supported by the best witnesses of both the 
Alexandrian and the Western types of text (8 A C De" GW 
33 1739 itt). It is possible that the conjunction may have 
fallen out accidentally in transcription (apyaicxareZoyciaic). 
On the other hand, since καί is lacking also between the follow- 
ing two infinitives (according to the decisive weight of wit- 
nesses; only Ἐπ’ G itt syr* Basil insert καί), it appears that the 
author deliberately framed his sentence concisely, and that 
the presence of xai is the result of the desire of copyists to 
relieve the asyndeton. 


3.9 ἔρεις 

On the one hand, from the point of view of transcriptional 
probability it is more likely that copyists would have altered 
ἔριν to ἔρεις, in agreement with the plurals before and after it, 
than viee versa. On the other hand, external evidence appears 
to favor! the plural form: pes (or its phonetic equivalent, 
%pus) is supported by A C K L P 075 0142 most: minuscules 
it** vg syr?-" eop™™, whereas ἔριν (or its phonetic equiva- 
lent gpev) is supported by 8* De* F GW 999 arm eth αἱ. 
A majority of the Committee preferred to be guided in its 
judgment by the weight of the external evidence (which ineludes 
all versions exeept the Ethiopic), especially since the context 
seems to call for a reference to a plurality of disagreements, 





8.15 πάντων ὑμῶν. [Β] 
‘The concluding ἀμὴν (8° De G H K P ¥ most minuscules a!) 
is almost certainly secondary, for the word is absent from a 
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variety of carly and diverse witnesses (p"“* N* A C D* 048. 
1789 it* cop*-%"* arm eth’ Ambrosiuster Pelagius Jerome), 
and the temptation for eopyists to add the liturgical conclusion 
would have been great. Influence from 2 Tm 4.22 accounts 
for the substitution of τοῦ πνεύματός σου in 33, and for the 
addition of καὶ μετὰ τοῦ πνεύματός cov in 81 


3.15 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in 8 Ὁ 33 eth is πρὸς Τίτον. Other 
subseriptions include the following: (Ὁ) πρὸς Τίτον ἐπληρώθη 
D; (ὦ ἐτελέσθη ἐπιστολὴ πρὸς Τίτον F G; (ὦ πρὸς Τίτον 
ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Νικοπόλεως A P arab; (6) πρὸς Τίτον τῆς 
Κρητῶν ἐκκλησίας πρῶτον ἐπίσκοπον χειροτονηθέντα ἔγράφη 
ἀπὸ Νικοπόλεως τῆς Μακεδονίας K 101 1908 1927, followed 
by the Textus Receptus; (f) Παύλου ἀποστόλου (1, τοῦ ἁγίου 
ἀποστόλου Παὐλου) ἐπιστολὴ πρὸς Τίτον τῆς Κρητῶν (1, 
Κριτων) ἐκκλησίας πρῶτον ἐπίσκοπον χειροτονηθέντα" ἐγρά- 
ay ἀπὸ Νικοπόλεως τῆς Μακεδονίας H L 402; (9) as (@) plus 
τῆς Μακεδονίας Euthalius®™; (i) To Titus it was finished, it 
was written in Nicopolis and he sent it by Artemas his disciple, 
cop; (2) Was finished the epistle to Titus, which was written 
from Nicopolis and was sent through Zina and Apollo, syr®; 
(ΟἿ Was finished the epistle to Titus, who was the first bishop 
of the Church at Crete, which was written from Nicopolis of 
Macedonia, sy", 
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ver.6 ἐν ἡμῖν [6] 


Instead of ἐν ἡμῖν the Textus Receptus reads ἐν ὑμῖν, 
strongly supported by p 8 G P38 1739 Byz ite" vg syret 
cop" arm al. The Committee preferred ἐν ἡμῖν, which 
is perhaps slightly less well supported (A C Ὁ K W 81 614 
it* syr'* al), because it is more expressive and because, 
standing amid other pronouns of the second person singular 
and plural, ἡμῖν was mére likely to be changed by copyists 
to ὑμῖν than vice versa, 





ver.9 πρεσβύτης 

Although the manuscripts support πρεσβύτης (“an old 
man”), many commentators follow the conjecture of Bentley 
and others that πρεσβευτής (“an ambassador”) should be 
read (ef. Eph 6.20). J. B, Lightfoot supposed (Commentary, 
ad loc.) that in koine Greek πρεσβύτης may have been 
written indifferently for πρεσβευτής, for the two forms are 
interchanged by scribal confusion in the manuscripts of the 
Septuagint (cf. 2 Chr 32.81; 1 Mace 13.21; 14.21, 22; 2 Mace 
11.34; ef. Ignatius, Smyr. 11; ete). On the other hand, other 
scholars deny that the context permits the meaning “an 
ambassador” (ef, Theodor Zahn, Introduction to the New 
Testament, vol. i, p. 457, note 6, and the commentaries of 
Μ᾿ R. Vincent, Hermann von Soden, M. Dibelins, and M. 
Meinerts). 




















ver.12 ἀνέπεμψά σοι, αὐτόν, τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν τὰ ἐμὰ σπλάγ- 
χνα [8] 

‘The reading of N* A 38, adopted for the text, best explains 
the origin of the ether readings. In order to smooth the syntax. 
the verb προσλαβοῦ (from ver. 17) was introdueed by eopyists, 
either after σπλάγχνα (Ne C DK Ρ Ψ 81 614 1739 Bye it 


857 
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ve ay" goth al), or after αὐτόν (O48 330° 451 ite 
syr' arm), or before αὐτόν (69 431 462 cop*-). Likewise, 
the introduction of σύ, either in place of σοὶ (8 ΤῈ Ge K P 
al} or in addition to it (Ct D* 048 88 al), is obviously a further 
seribal amelioration. 








ver, 25 κυρίου {C} 





After κυρίου the us Receptus adds ἡμῶν, with A Ο 1) 
K W 614 it vg syr? cop™" eth al. If the pronoun were present 
originally, it is difficult to account for its omission in 8 P 33 
81 104 451 1739 1881 2492 syr*-r*! arm, whereas copyists were 
prone to introduee such natural expansions, 





ver. 25 ὑμῶν. [Β] 

Good representatives of both the Alexandrian and the 
Wester types of text (A D* O48 33 81 1381 it! cop" al) 
have resisted the tendency to append the liturgical ἀμήν. 
The substitution of cov for ὑμῶν (vg™) limits the reference to 
Philemon alone, and agrees with σέ in ver. 23. 








ver. 25 Subscription 


(a) ‘The subscription in & C 33 eth’ is πρὸς Φιλήμονα. 
Other subscriptions include the following: (Ὁ) πρὸς Φιλήμονα 
ἐπληρώθη Ὁ; (ὦ) πρὸς Φιλήμονα ἐγράφει ἀπὲ Ῥώμης Ps 
(ὦ) πρὸς Φιλήμονα ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Ρώμης διὰ Ὀνησίμει οἰκέτου 
K 1908 (om, οὐκ. 1927) al, followed by the Textus Receptus; 
(6) πρὸς Φιλήμονα καὶ ᾿Απφίαν δεσπότας rot Ὀνησίμου 
καὶ πρὸς Ἄρχιππον τὸν διάκονον τῆς ἐν Κολασσαῖς ἐκ- 
κλησίας: ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Ῥώμης διὰ ὉὈνησίμου οἰκέτου 101 
(f) τοῦ ἁγίου ἀποστόλου Παύλου ἐπιστολὴ plus (e), but read- 
ing Κολοσσαῖς L; (0) πρὸς Φιλήμονα καὶ ᾿Απφίαν δεσπότας 
᾿Ονισήμου (sic) καὶ πρὸς “Ἄρχιππον διάκονον τῆς ἐκκλησίας. 
ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Ῥώμης διὰ ᾿ὈὈνησίμου οἰκέτου Wuthalius™; 
(h) as (gq) but after Ῥώμης continue thus: ἐκ προσώπου 
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Παύλου καὶ Τιμοθέου διὰ ᾿Ονησίμου οἰκέτου" ἀλλὰ δὴ καὶ 
μάρτυς Χριστοῦ γεγένηται ὁ μακάριος ᾿νήσιμος ἐν τῇ 
“Ῥωμαίων πόλει ἐπὶ Τερτούλλου τοῦ τηνικαῦτα τὴν ἐπαρχικὴν 
ἐξουσίαν διέποντος τῇ τῶν σκέλων κλάσει τὴν ψῆφον ὑπομείνας 
τοῦ μαρτυρίου 42 (390); (ἢ ἐτελέσθη ἡ πρὸς Φιλήμονα ἐπι- 
στολή, ἥτις ἔγράφη ἀπὸ Ῥώμης καὶ ἀπεστάλη διὰ Ὄνη- 
σίμου syt? (cop arab eth); (7) ἐτελέσθη ἡ ἐπιστολὴ πρὸς 
Φιλήμονα καὶ ᾿Απφίαν δεσπότας ᾿Ὀνησιφόρου, καὶ πρὸς 
ἔλρχιππον διάκονον τῆς ἐν Κολασσαῖς ἐκκλησίας, ἥτις 
ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Ῥώμης διὰ ᾿Ονησίμου οἰκέτου πγτν; (1) πρὸς Φιλή- 
μονα καὶ ᾿Απφίαν δεσπότας ᾽Ονησίμου, καὶ πρὸς "Αρχιππον 
διάκονον τῆς Κολοσσέων ἐκκλησίας, ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Ῥώμης διὰ 
᾿ὈὈνησίμου οἰκέτου arm; (ἢ τέλος τῆς ἐπιστολῆς ἣν ἔγρα- 
Yer ἀπὸ Ῥώμης πρὸς Φιλήμονα καὶ ᾿Απφίαν δεσπότας 
'Ὀνησίμου καὶ “Apxerroy διάκονον τῆς ἐν Κολασσαῖς ἐκκλη- 
σίας διὰ ᾿θνησίμου οἰκέτου geo. 


THE LETTER TO THE HEBREWS 


In the manuscripts and versions of the New ‘Testament 
the position of the Letter to the Hebrews varies widely.! It 
follows (a) immediately after Romans in ρα 103 455 1961 
1964 1977 1904 2104 2576 2685; (Ὁ) after 2 Corinthians in 
1930 1978 1992 2000 2248 cop"; (c) after Galatians in an an- 
cestor of codex Vatieanus; (ὦ) after Ephesians in 606; (6) after 
2 Thessalonians in 8 A BC HI K P 0150 0151 more than 
eighty minuscules (including 88 81 88 181 436 1739 1877 1881 
1962 2127) cop* arm geo" eth™; (/) after Titus in 1311 2183 
(60 too the πέναξ [list] in 1521, but not the text); (g) after 
Philemon in D TL. W 048 056 075 0142 most minuseules 
(including 104 326 330 451 614 629 630 1984 1985 2492 
2495) it® vg syr™™ cop othr. ‘There are also the following 








‘The information given here has been derived chiefly from W. H. P, 
Hatch, “The Position of Hebrews in the Canon of the New Testament,” 
Harvard Theological Review, xxix (1986), pp. 133-158, with many valuable 
additions supplied through the kindness of Kurt Aland from the files of 
the Institute for New Testament ‘Text Research at Milnster, For informa 











n that manuscript disclose that in an ancestor it ocetpied 
ἃ positiot after Galatians. The chapter numeration of the Pauline Letters 
begine with Romans and runs continuously through 2 ‘Thessalonians. 
‘The Letter to the Galatians concludes with the 58th chapter, whereas 
the next Epistle, that to the Ephesians, begins with the 70th chapter, 
and then the numbers contin regularly through Philippians, Colossians, 
1 and 2 Thessalonians, ending with the 98rd chapter. Following 2 Thessa- 
Jonians (as was mentioned above) stands Hebrews, which begins with the 
‘58th chapter, and proceeds with the G0th, 6lst, 62nd, Gard, and 6th 
chapters, ax far as He. 9.14, where the manuscript. breaks off, the τὸς 
ig part being lost. Doubtless there were originally eleven chapters in 
Hebrews (69 to 69). Tt is clear, therefore, from the sequence of chapter 
divisions that in an ancestor of codex Vaticanus Hebrews stood after 
Galatians and before Ephesians, and that the scribe of Vaticanus copied 
mechanically the chapter numbers even though they no longer were 
Appropriate after Galatians, 
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sequentees: (h) . ,. Colossians, Philemon, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, 
Philippians, Hebrews, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus in 2690 2739, 
and (®)...1 and 2 Corinthians, Gelatians, 1 and 2 Thes- 
slonians, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon, Hebrews, James, 
Romans, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, Jude, 1 and 2 Peter, 
1 John in 1241 (the manuscript breaks off with 1 Jobn). 
Most printed editions of the Greek New Testament have 
followed the traditional sequence represented by (9), with 
Hebrews at the end of the Pauline canon. Other editions, 
however, following the witnesses mentioned under (e), place 
it after Paul’s Letters to churches and before his Letters to 
individuals. These include Lachmann (1831), ‘Tregelles (1857 
72), Tischendorf (1869-72), Westcott and Hort (1881), B, Weiss 
(1894-1900), J. Μ. 8. Baljon (1898), and H. von Soden (1913), 


1.3 καθαρισμόν [0] 


Although the reading δι᾽ αὐτοῦ καθαρισμόν (ρ De* 236 
263 2005 2127) may appear to be rather strongly supported, 
the weight of [πη is considerably weakened when one takes 
into account the presence of a conflation in that manuseript 
(τῷ ῥήματι τῆς δυνάμεως αὐτοῦ, δι᾿ αὐτοῦ καθαρισμὸν...) 
On the whole the Committee thought it more likely that 
δι᾿ αὐτοῦ or δι᾿ ἑαυτοῦ (De K 1, M 614 1739 Byz Leet al) 
was added in order to enhance the foree of the middle voice 
of ποιησάμενος, than that the phrase was present originally 
and then omitted in good representatives of the Alexandrian 
text (8 A B 33 81) as well as in Western witnesses (it® vg), 





1.8 σου (2) [ 


Although the reading αὐτοῦ, which has early and good 
support (p# 8 B), may seem to be preferable because it differs 


\The evidence can be set forth as follows: the phrase τῷ ῥήματι τῇς 
δυνάμεως is followed by (a) αὐτοῦ δ A B 33 81 917 1175 1836 it vg arm 
al; (b) δι᾽ ἑαυτοῦ (or ai-) pH O121 4245 1739 cop™ al; or 
ἑαυτοῦ for αὐ-} De” K L most minuscules cop al. 
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from the reading of the Old Testament passage that is. being 
quoted (Ps 45.7 [=LXX 44.7] σου), to which, on this point of 
view, presumably the mass of New Testament witnesses have 
been assimilated, a majority of the Committee was more im- 
pressed (a) by the weight and variety of the external evidence 
supporting σου, and (Ὁ) by the internal difficulty of construing 
αὐτοῦ. Thus, if one reads αὐτοῦ the words ὁ θεός must, be taken, 
not as a vocative? (an interpretation that is preferred by most 
exogetes), but as the subject (or predicate nominative),* an 
interpretation that is generally regarded us highly improbable, 
Even if one assumes that καί, which is absent from the Hebrew 
and the Septuagint of the Psalm, was inserted by the author 
with the set purpose of making two separate quotations, with 
ver, 8a in the second person and 8b in the third person,* the 
strangeness of the shift in persons is only slightly reduced. 





1.13 ds ἱμάτιον καί {C} 


The words ὡς ἱμάτιον, strongly supported by p 8 A B (D*) 
1739 (it) arm eth, appear to be original with the author of 
the Letter, who inserted them in his quotation from Ps 102.26 
to show that the metaphor of the garment is continued. The 
absence of the words from most. witnesses is the result of con- 
formation to the text of the Septuagint. 


3.1 αὐτόν (2) {C} 


While external evidence may seem to favor the inclusion of 
καὶ κατέστησας αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τὰ ἔργα τῶν χειρῶν σου (Ν Α C D* 
ΡΨ 38 (81) 1739 it ve syre"*!* copstetay arm eth al), 
the Committee was impressed by the probability that the 


2 "Thy throne, © God, is for ever and ever, and the scepter of right- 
‘eousness is the scepter of thy kingdom.” 

2 God is thy throne (or, Thy throne is God) for ever and ever, and 
the scepter of righteousness is the scepter of his [i. e. God's} kingdom.” 

‘Thy throne, O God. is for ever and ever,’ and ‘the scepter of right- 
‘eousness is the scepter of his kingdom.’ ” 
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longer reading may be the result of seribal enlargement of the 
quotation (Ps 8.7), and therefore preferred the shorter reading, 
supported by p B ΤῈ K L al. 


2.9 χάριτι θεοῦ [Β] 

Tnstead of χάριτι θεοῦ, which is very strongly supported 
by good representatives of both the Alexandrian and the 
Western types of text (p* 8 A BC D 88 81 330 614 it ve 
copy al), a rather large number of Fathers, both Eastern 
and Western, as well as O121b 424° 1739* vg" ayre™, read 
χωρὶς θεοῦ, The latter reading appears to have arisen either 
through a scribal lapse, misreading χάριτι as χωρίς, or, more 
probably, asa marginal gloss (suggested by 1 Cor 15.27) to 
explain that “everything” in ver. 8 does not include God; this 
gloss, being crroneously regarded by # later transcriber as 4 eor- 
rection of χάριτι θεοῦ, was introduced into the text of ver. 9. 


3.8. [ὅλῳ] [Ὁ] 

Both external evidence and transcriptional probabilities are 
singularly difficult to evaluate, On the one hand, ὅλῳ is read 
by a wide variety of text-types, but is suspect as having been 
conformed to the text of ver. 5 and/or of Nu 12.17 LXX. 
On the other hand, several early and excellent witnesses (p! 
p"* B, joined by cop" al) lack ὅλῳ, but the omission 
may be a deliberate (Alexandrian?) emendation, introduced 
in order to render the Old ‘Testament quotation more appro- 
priate to the argument (in ver. 2 “whole” disturbs the paral- 
lelism between Moses and Jesus). In the face of such a balance 
of possibilities, a majority of the Committee thought it best 
to include ὅλῳ in the text, but to enclose it within square 
brackets in order to express doubt. whether it belongs there. 






3.6 οὗ [8] 


The reading ὅς, which appears to be predominantly Western 
in character (p* D* O12Ib 88 424° 1739. it’ vg Lueifer 
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Ambrose), is probably a seribal. modification of οὗ, intro- 
duced perhaps for the sake of logical exactitude (Christians 
are God’s house, not Christ's house). ‘The reading οὗ is more 
than sufficiently supported by early and diversified witnesses 
("8 ABC De 1K P Ψ 88 81 it" syr™2" cops arm). 


3.8 κατάσχωμεν [ΟἹ 

After ἐλπίδος the Textus Receptus adds μέχρι τέλους 
βεβαίαν, with 8 A C Ὁ K P 88 81 629 1739 it vg al. It is 
probable, however, that the phrase is an interpolation from 
ver. 14, especially since not βεβαίαν but βέβαιον is the gender 
which one would have expected the author to use, qualifying 
the nearer substantive τὸ καύχημα. 





4.2 συγκεκερασμένους (ΟἹ 

Among the bewildering variety of readings preserved among 
the manuscripts, the one which best explains the origin of 
the others is συγκεκερασμένους. Supported by early and diverse 
testimony representing both the Alexandrian and the Western 
types of text (p“ A B C De Ψ (28) 81 1789 al), as the more 
difficult reading it would naturally have been altered to the 
easier nominative singular (8 57 (102) (106) syr” cop Eiphraem 
Lucifer al). 


4.3 εἰσερχόμεθα γάρ {B} 

Among the connectives γάρ is to be preferred both because 
of early and good external evidence (p"° BD K P W 33 614 
it vg syr* cop® eth) and because it suits the context. The 
reading οὖν (% A C 0121b 81 1739 cop**), which is considerably 
Jess vigorous, was suggested by οὖν in verses 1, 11, 14, and 16, 
which, however, are not parallel, for here οὖν seems to have αὶ 
resumptive sense (“well then”). The colorless δέ (syr? arm) 
probably represents ἃ mere translational variant. The hortatory 
subjunctive, εἰσερχώμεθα, which is quite inappropriate with 
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the following οἱ πιστεύσαντες, arose as a secondary develop- 
ment in connection with the misinterpretation that produced 
οὖν (A C; future tense in it vg cop Lucifer). 


5.3 αὐτοῦ 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on αὐτοῦ. 


5.12 τινά [0] 


The Textus Receptus reads the interrogative τίνα (hence 
‘AV renders, “ye have need that one teach you again which 
{τίνα] be the first principles of the oracles of God”), with 
Be Ῥ' K 88 614 Bye Lect al, Since the earliest manuscripts 
are without accent marks, editors must decide on the basis 
of context which is the more appropriate form; here the Com- 
mittee felt that the indefinite pronoun (τινά) gives a sharper 
antithesis to εἶναι διδάσκαλοι in the preceding clause, 


6.2 διδαχῆς [8] 


Although the reading διδαχήν, which is in apposition with 
θεμέλιον of ver. 1, is early (ρα B it’), a majority of the 
Committee regarded it as a stylistic improvement introduced 
in order to avoid so many genitives, The reading διδαχῆς is 
strongly supported by good representatives of all the major 
types of text (ΝΑ C De I K P 33 81 614 1739 Byz Lect al). 


6.3 ποιήσομεν {B} 


‘The future tense ποιήσομεν is to be preferred on the basis 
of (a) the weight of external evidence (p* 8 B Ir 33 88 614 
1739 itt vg syr? eop®-r"e¥ al) as well as (Ὁ) its congruence 
with the following clause, “if God permits” (which is more 
appropriate with the future tense than with the exhortation 
“let us do this”). The reading ποιήσωμεν (A C De Ρ Ψ 81 
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al), if it is not merely the result of an orthographic confusion 
between o and w, probably arose from mechanical conforma- 
tion with φερώμεθα in ver. 1. 


1.138 προσέσχηκεν 

The reading προσέσχηκεν, which is attested by 8 Β Ὁ 
K LW and most minuscules, is to be preferred to προσέσχεν 
(pA Ὁ 056 38 81 436 1739 1835 1905 2004)—and still more 
to μετέσχεν (P 1912 al) and μετέσχηκεν (K al)—not only 
(@) because of somewhat superior external evidence, but also 
(®) because the resulting paronomasia with μετέσχηκεν is 
consonant with the literary style of the author. 


8.8 αὐτούς (ΟἹ 


‘The variation between αὐτοὺς (N* A D* I K P W 88 81 it 
vg cop" al) and αὐτοῖς (p* &* B De 614 1739 Bye Lect al) 
makes very little difference in sense, though the latter may be 
construed with either μεμφόμενος or λέγει, Observing the 
direction in which scribal corrections moved, a majority of 
the Committee preferred the reading αὐτούς. 


8.11 πολίτην {Bj 


Instead of πολέτην, which is strongly supported by p N 
AB D K 1, most minuscules itt syr™" cop*- arm al, the 
Textus Receptus substitutes the more commonplace πλησίον, 
with P several minuseules (ineluding 81) it® vg syr™™* eth al. 


9.5 ἄρτων 

After ἄρτων several witnesses (B cop’ eth’) add καὶ τὸ 
χρυσοῦν θυμιατήριον, and in ver. 4, instead of χρουσοῦν ἔχουσα 
θυμιατήριον 'καί, the same witnesses read only ἔχουσα. The 
transposition was obviously made in order to remove the 
difficulty concerning the author's statement regarding the 
location of the golden altar of incense in the tabernacle. 
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9.10 βαπτισμοῖς, δικαιώματα [BY 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the other read- 
ings is βαπτισμοῖς, δικαιώματα, which is supported by early 
and good witnesses (including p® N* A I P 33 81 1739 syr° 
cop*'.l4" Origen), It is more probable that, in view of the 
preceding datives, δικαιώματα was changed into δικαιώμασιν, 
and joined to them by means of καί, than that καὶ δικαιώμασιν, 
if it were original, was altered, on account of the concluding 
word ἐπικείμενα, into δικαιώματα. ‘The singular number 
δικαίωμα (D* it*) is a mere seribal oversight, and the reading 
βαπτισμοῖς καὶ δικαιώματα (δ Β 451 2492), which has the 
appearance of being a conflation, provides no satisfactory sense. 





3.11 γενομένων {OC} 

Although both readings are well supported, on the whole 
γενομένων appears to have superior attestation on the score 
of aige and diversity of text type ((p*) Β ΤῊ 1739 it? syre-%m 
Origen al). The presence of the expression τῶν μελλόντων 
ἀγαθῶν in 10.1, where the text is firm, seems to have influenced 
copyiats here. 





914. ἡμῶν [0] 

‘The external evidence for the two readings ἡμῶν (A D* K P 
1739* af) and ὑμῶν (& ΤῈ 33 81 1739° al) is rather evenly 
balanced. The former was preferred because the author uses 
the direct address only in the hortatory sections of his Epistle. 


9.19 μόσχων [καὶ τῶν τράγων] {C} 

Although the text without καὶ τῶν τράγων is supported 
by an impressive combination of witnesses (p* NS K LW 181 
1241 1739. syre-0=! Origen), a majority of the Committee 
thought it probable that the words had been omitted either 
accidentally (through homocoteleuton) or deliberately (to eon- 
form the statement to Ex 24.5). Sinee, however, it is possible 
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that the shorter reading may have been expanded by copyists 
in imitation of ver. 12 διὰ αἵματος τράγων καὶ μόσχων (the 
sequence of which has influenced the reading of D 365 in the 
present passage), it was decided to enclose the words within 
square brackets in order to indicate a certain doubt that they 
belong there. 





10.1 οὐκ αὐτήν {A} 

The substitution οἵ καί for οὐκ αὐτήν in the earliest known 
copy of the Epistle (p"*) has produced an interesting reading, but 
‘one which certainly cannot be original, for the construction of 
the sentence implies a contrast between εἰκών and σκιά, The 
other readings, supported by individual minuscule manuscripts 
and the Armenian version, are seribal (or translational) idio- 
synerasies, 





10.1 δύναται {C} 


Although the reading δύνανται (ΝΑ C ὈΡ P 88 81 αἱ) is 
strongly supported, it appears to have been introduced by 
copyists who were influenced by προσφέρουσιν. After some 
hesitation, partly because of the presence of other variant read- 
ings in the same verse, the Committee preferred δύναται, 
which is supported by ρ΄ Ὁ" H K Wr 1739 αἱ. 

10.9 ποιῆσαι 





After ποιῆσαι the Textus Receptus adds ὁ θεός, with N° 
L* 81 104 206 462 489 913 919 1739 2127 vg syr?-4 wth © al, 
This addition, which is clearly a secondary assimilation to 
ver. 7 and/or to the Septuagint text of Ps 39.9, is absent from 
pi N* ACD ΚΡ 5 33 383 467 623 794 1319 2004 it? syn" 
cop™-P-fy eth. 








10.11 ἱερεύς {B} 


‘The reading ἀρχιερεύς (A C P 88 G14 δγτρ'ν “ith + copter 
arm eth) appears to be a correction introduced by copyists 
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who recalled 5.1 or 8.3. In any case, the reading ἱερεύς is well 
supported by early and diverse witnesses (p** 8 D K Ψ 33 81 
1739 it vg syr® eop* Ephraem Chrysostom al). 


10.34 δεσμίοις [Β] 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
δεσμίοις, which is supported by good representatives of both 
the Alexandrian and the Western types of text, as well as by 
several Eastern witnesses (A De'* 33 (81). 1789 itt vg syn 
cop arm Ephraem al). Through transcriptional oversight 
the first iota was omitted, resulting in the reading δεσμοῖς 
(p © 104 Origen). Then, in order to improve the sens 
copyists added a personal pronoun, either αὐτῶν (6.05.8 
referring to those mentioned in ver. 33b, or μου (Ν ΤᾺ K P 
88 614 Bye Lect al), in imitation of the statements in Php 1.7, 
13, 14, 17; Col 4.18. The reading adopted for the text is con- 
firmed by 13.3. 











10.84 ἑαυτούς [Β] 


‘The reading ἑαυτούς, which is strongly attested by such 
Alexandrian and Western witnesses as ΡΝ 8 A Ἢ Ψ 33 81 
1739 it vg al, was first altered to the dative ἑαυτοῖς (De K 
614 Bye Lect al), and this in turn was strengthened by pre- 
fixing ἐν (1 467 489 1881 al). By a curious oversight the pronoun 
is omitted entirely in P and perhaps in the original of cop. 





10.838. δίκαιός μου ἐκ πίστεως [6] 


Influenced by the citation of the same Old Testament quota- 
tion in Ro 1.17 and Ga 8.11, where Paul omits the personal 
pronoun μου, pl and the majority of later witnesses (ΤᾺ He 
K P W 81 614 Byz Lect), followed by the Textus Receptus, 
omit the word here. But it undoubtedly belongs in the text, 
being strongly supported by early and reliable witnesses. The 
only question, howevér, is where it belongs, some (ρα 8 A H 

3 1175 1730 1831 1898 ἐδ) δα vg cop™ arm 
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Clement al) placing it after δίκαιος, and others (D* 1518 
1611 it* syr?" Eusebius) placing it after πέστεως. (‘The same 
kind of variation occurs in the manuscripts of the Septuagint 
of Hab 2.4, where πίστεώς μοὺ is read by & B Q W* [W is the 
Freer papyrus dating from the third century; We deletes 
μου], whereas A and the minuscules of the Catena magna read 
δίκαιός μου.) In view of the strong external support, the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading δίκαιός μου. 


114 τῷ θεῷ [C} 


Except for 9.14 the present passage is the only one in Hebrews 
where προσφέρειν (which occurs 21 times in the Epistle) is 
construed with τῷ θεῷ as the object. For this reason, as well 
as the fact that later in the verse there is textual uncertainty 
concerning the reading αὐτοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ, some scholars have 
preferred to follow p¥ and Clement of Alexandria in omitting 
τῷ Ge. While the Committee was sensitive to the force of 
this argument, as well as to the awkwardness of the presence 
of τῷ θεῷ and τοῦ θεοῦ in the same sentence, it did not see how, 
in the face of the overwhelming external evidence for the 
inclusion of τῷ θεῷ (along with the possibility that accidental 
omission or loose citation may account for the reading in pi 
and Clement), it could do anything but include the words in 
the text. 








11.4 αὐτοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ [ΟἹ] 


All things considered, the least unsatisfactory reading ap- 
pears to be αὐτοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ, whieh is supported by p#"* Re De 
ΚΡ Ψ 81 614 1739 Byz Lect it vg syr"-* cop al. Despite 
its rather strong external support (8* A De* 33 326 arm 


‘It is probable that Ephraem likewise read the verse without an 
object for “offered.” The evidence of p*, which is sometimes cited in 
support of the omission of τῷ 929, is extremely doubtful, since two lines 
of text are missing and the reconstruction of the contents of the lacuna is 
quite uncertain. 
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eth Euthalius*") the reading αὐτοῦ τῷ θεῷ provides no 
satisfactory sense, and must be regarded as a thoughtless assim- 
ilation to τῷ θεῷ earlier in the verse (so too the reading τί 








θεῷ in it"). The reading αὐτῷ τοῦ θεοῦ (p'* cop™ Clement), 
although adopted by those who follow p¥ and Clement earlier 
in the verse (see discussion of the previous set of variant 
readings), is too meagerly attested and must be accounted a 


transcriptional error. 


11.11 πίστει — καὶ αὐτὴ Σάρρα στεῖρα --- δύναμιν {D} 

‘The difficulties of this verse are well known (for example, 
in Greek the expression δύναμιν εἰς καταβολὴν σπέρματος 
ἔλαβεν is regularly used of the male in begetting, not the 
female in conceiving) and have led some scholars (including 
F, Field, Windisch, Zuntz) to suggest that καὶ αὐτὴ Σάρρα 
στεῖρα is an early gloss that somehow got into the text. 
Appreciating the lexical difficulty, but unwilling to emend the 
text, a majority of the Committee understood the words καὶ 
αὐτὴ Σάρρα στεῖρα to be a Hebraic circumstantial clause? 
thus allowing ᾿Αβραάμ (ver. 8) to serve as subject of ἔλαβεν 
(“by faith, even though Sarah was barren, he [Abraham] 
received power to beget ...”). 

It. is also possible to construe the words ayTH CAppAa 
creipa as a dative of accompaniment (in uncial seript iotas 
subscript are ordinarily not indicated), so that the sentence 
runs, “By faith he [Abraham] also, together with barren Sarah, 
reevived power to beget..." 





5 Cf, Matthew Black, “Critical and Exogetical Notes on ‘Three New 
‘Testament Texts, Hebrews xi-11, Jude 5, James i27,” in Apophorela: 
Pexischrift ir Brnst Haenchen (Berlin, 1964), pp. 41. The discussion of 
He 11.11 is also included in Black’s Aramaic Approach ἐο the Gospels 
and Acts, 3rd ed. (Oxford, 1967), pp. 83-89. 

5 Commentators who prefer to take the words (with or without στεῖρα) 
as dative include F. Riggenbach, Der Brief an die Hebroer (Leipzig, 1913), 
pp. 856 6.; Ὁ. Michel, Der Brief an die Hebraer (Gottingen, 1949), p. 202: 
and FF, Bruce, The Bpisle to the Hebrews (Grand Rapids 1964), p. 302. 
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‘A second problem involves στεῖρα, which is absent from 
several important witnesses (p!"" 8 A ΤῈ 33 614 al). Although 
admitting that the word might have been added as an in- 
terpretative gloss in an ancestor of p# D* P W 81 88 1730 
it vg syr?* al, ἃ majority of the Committee regarded it as more 
likely that the word dropped out through transcriptional 
oversight (cappacrerpa). It was agreed that ἡ (D' 81 
88 1739 Euthalius al) and οὖσα (P 104 436 1984 2127 al) are 
obviously secondary. 





1117 προσενήνοχεν ᾿Αβραὰμ τὸν ᾿Ισαὰκ πειραζόμενος 


‘The evidence for the inclusion and for the position of 
the name ᾿Αβραάμ fluctuates curiously: (a) most witnesses 
read προσενήνοχεν 'ABpadu...; (b) a few Western wit- 
nesses (D itt) read... πειραζόμενος ᾿Αβραάμ; (c) 1912 
reads ᾿Αβραὰμ προσενήνοχεν....; (4) 1245 1611 arm read 
τον ᾿Αβραὰμ πειραζόμενος; and (6) the name is omitted by 
pW 330 2005 syr® Chrysostom. 

On the one hand, if the name were not original, the fact 
that verses 13-16 constitute a parenthesis may have led 
copyists to insert it in ver. 17, which resumes the narrative 
concerning Abraham; the variety of positions of the name 
suggests that it is secondary. On the other hand, if the omission 
of the mame is not accidental, copyists may have felt that the 
subject of ver. 17 was so obvious that ᾿Αβραάμ was un- 
necessary, In any case, the Committee did not see its way 
clear to disregard the weight of the mass of evidenee supporting 
the reading adopted as text. 


11.28 βασιλέως. 


After ver. 23, certain witnesses (chiefly Western) add the 
equivalent of a whole verse recounting an additional feat of 
Moses: Πίστει μέγας γενόμενος Μωῦσῆς ἀνεῖλεν τὸν Αὐγύ- 
πτιον κατανοῶν τὴν ταπείνωσιν τῶν ἀδελφῶν αὐτοῦ (“ΒΥ 
faith Moses, when he was grown up, destroyed the Egyptian 
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when he observed the humiliation of his brethren”). The 
interpolation, which is read by D* 1827 it* vg", was prob- 
ably inspired by Ae 7.24 and/or Ex 211-12. 





11.87 ἐπρίσθησαν [Ὁ] 


‘The presence in most manuscripts of the rather general 
statement ἐπειράσθησαν (“they were tempted”) amid the 
author’s enumeration of different kinds of violent death has 
Jong been regarded by commentators as strange and un- 
expected. Many have suggested that ἐπειράσθησαν is the 
corruption of some other word more suitable to the context, 
or that it entered the text as the result of inadvertent scribal 
dittography of ἐπρίσθησαν. Among the conjectural emendations 
of ἐπειράσθησαν the following have been proposed (the name 
of the scholar who, it appears, first proposed it is enclosed within 
parentheses): ἐπρήσθησαν (Gataker), ἀνεπρήσθησαν (Liicke), 
ἐπυρώθησαν (Bezae, edd. 3, 4, δ), ἐπυράσθησαν (Junius and 
Piscator), ἐπυρίσθησαν (Sykes), all of which mean “they were 
burned”; ἐπάρθησαν (Bezac, edd. 1, 2), they were pierced” 
(cf. Luther's “zerstochen”); ἐπηρώθησαν (Faber), “they were 
mutilated’; ἐπράσθησαν (le Moyne), “‘they were sold”; ἐσπει- 
ράσθησαν or ἐσπειράθησαν (Alberti), “they were strangled” 
or “they were broken on the wheel”; ἐπηρειάσθησαν (Reiske), 
“they were ill-treated”; ἐπέρθησαν (Kypke), “they were 
pierced through”; ἐπεράθησαν (Bryant), “they were stabbed”; 
ἐπειράθησαν (Wakefield), “they were impaled”; ἐσφαιρί- 
σθησαν (reported by Griesbach), “they were broken on the 
wheel”; and even ἐταριχεύθησαν (Matthii), “they were 
pickled”! 

Several singular readings in individual manuscripts are due 
to carelessness and/or to itacistie confusion: thus De" reads 
ἐπιράσθησαν, ἐπιράσθησαν (sic), which stands for the aor. 
pass. ind. of πειράζω, and ms. 1923 reads ἐπρήσθησαν, ἐπει- 
ράσθησαν, of which ἐπρήσθησαν is an itacistic spelling of 
ἐπρίσθησαν (“they were burned’). 
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With some hesitation, but partly on the strength of the 
uncertain position of ἐπειράσθησαν in the witnesses (sometimes 
standing before ἐπρίσθησαν, sometimes after it), the Com- 
mittee decided to adopt the shorter reading preserved in p! 
1241 1984 μι δὲ syr? (cop) cth™°r Origen???" Eusebius 
‘Acacius Ephraem Jerome Socrates Ps-Augustine Theophylact, 
and to print only ἐπρίσθησαν. 


12.1 εὐπερίστατον {B} 


The reading εὐπερίσπαστον (“easily distracting”), which 
‘occurs in p** and 1739 (and perhaps lies behind it), is either 
δι palaeographical error or a deliberate modification of εὐπερίσ- 
τάτον, which is supported by all the other known witnesses. 


12.3 εἰς ἑαυτόν {Dj} 


Although external evidenee strongly favors either εἰς ἑαυτούς 
(Δ᾽ Der syr? Ephracm) or els αὐτούς (pi? NY W« 048 88 1780" 
Origen al), the difficulty of making sense of the plural led a 
majority of the Committee to prefer the singular number, 
choosing εἰς ἑαυτόν as the least inadequately supported reading, 
(A P 104 326 1241 John-Damascus). Several versions handle 
the passage freely, it? reading in tobis and cop" arm omitting 
the phrase entirely. 

[The plural is the qualitatively best supported and the more 
difficult (though meaningful) reading, and the one more likely 
to be altered. A.W.] 


12.18 ψηλαφωμένῳ {C} 

External evidence strongly supports the reading ψηλα- 
φωμένῳ without Spe (p* 8 A C 048 33 (81) vg syr? cop™t 
eth al). Moreover, the diversity of position of ὄρει in the wit- 
nesses that read the word (it stands before ψηλαφωμένῳ in 
69 255 462 syr*, and after it in De K P W 88 614 1739 Byz 
Lect) suggests that it is a scribal gloss derived from ver. 
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13.15 αὐτοῦ [οὖν] [Ὁ} 


Although most witnesses include οὖν (Xe A C D? K 056 
0121b 0142 81 88 614 1739 most minuscules vg syr> cop. 
arm eth al), it is absent from several early and important 
witnesses (p® 8* D* P W (65) syr®). It is difficult to decide 
whether copyists added the word, which seems to be needed 
at this point, or whether it was accidentally omitted in tran- 
seription (ayroyoyana-). In order to reflect the balance 
of probabilities a majority of the Committee decided to in- 
clude the word in the text, but-to enclose it within square 
brackets. 





18.21 παντὶ ἀγαθῷ {A} 

After παντί the Textus Receptus, in company with © De 
K M P almost all minuscules and sys?" cop eth al, adds 
ἔργῳ, an obvious homailetic gloss. If the word had been present 
originally, no good reason can account for its absence from 
ND" W it yg cop al. The singular reading παντὶ 
ἔργῳ καὶ λόγῳ ἀγαθῷ, in codex A, is from 2 Th 2.17. 


13.21 ποιῶν [6] 


Although the reading αὐτῷ ποιῶν is strongly attested (* 
A Ὁ 385 81 1739 cops), the Committee was disposed to 
regard the unintelligible pronoun as a dittograph of the pre- 
ceding αὐτοῦ (as also αὐτό in 4). The reading αὐτὸς ποιῶν 
(451 2492 it‘) may be a homiletic expansion. The shorter 
reading ποιῶν, which was preferred by the Committee, is 
supported by δὲς D® K P Ψ 88 614 1739* Byz Lect it® vg syr?” 
cop" arm al. 


18.21 ἡμῖν [Β] 


In view of the preceding ὑμᾶς it is easy to understand why 
ἡμῖν, which is strongly supported by p*N A De K M 3381 
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614 1739 syr? cop=" arm al, was altered to ὑμῖν (C PW 88 
itt vg syr* eth al). 


18.21 [τῶν αἰώνων] {C} 


‘The phrase εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας τῶν αἰώνων, which occurs only 
here in the Epistle to the Hebrews, is attested in all manu- 
scripts in 1 Tm 1.17; 2 Tm 4.18, and in eleven of its twelve 
occurrences in Revelation. In the doxologies in Ga. 1.5; Php 
4.20; 1 Pe 4.11; 5.11; and Re 1.6 the words τῶν αἰώνων are 
omitted by several (mostly later) manuscripts. In He 5.6; 6.20; 
7.17, and 21 (all quoting Ps 110.4 [=LXX 109.4}) we find the 
short form εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα, as also in 2 Cor 9.9 (where FG K 1739 
al expand by adding τῶν αἰώνων) and 1 Pe 1.25, None of these 
instances of the short form occurs in a doxology. A quasi- 
doxology in He 13.8 reads εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας, with no variations 
(except the addition of ἀμήν in D* it*). 

In view of these data it is difficult to decide whether copyists, 
influenced by familiarity with the longer form in doxologies 
elsewhere in the New Testament as well as in current liturgical 
usage, added τῶν αἰώνων (δ A (05) K P 33 81 614 1739 
it vg syr? cop eth al), or whether other copyists, 
either through carelessness or in imitation of εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας 
in He 13.8, omitted τῶν αἰώνων (p* C De W 1241 Lect 
syr cop" arm al). On the whole the Committee was 
disposed to prefer the shorter text as original, yet because 
of the weight of such witnesses as 8 A (Ὁ) 33 614 1780 al, 
it was decided to retain the words τῶν αἰώνων, but to enclose 
them within square brackets as an indication that they might 
well be a gloss. 











13.25 πάντων ὑμῶν. [0] 

The later liturgical use of the concluding words (“Grace be 
with all of you”) must have made it difficult for scribes not 
to add ἀμήν when copying the epistle, Several important wit- 
nesses, however, including p* x* I 33 vg cop™ arm, have 
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resisted the intrusion. Instead of ὑμῶν ms. 1241 reads ἡμῶν, 
and De reads τῶν ἁγίων. 


18.25 Subscription 


(a) The subseription in 8 C 33 is πρὸς Ἑβραίους. Other 
subscriptions include the following: (Ὁ) πρὸς ᾿Εβραίους ἐγράφη 
ἀπὸ Ῥώμης A; (c) πρὸς Ἑβραίους ἐγράφη ἀπὸ ᾿Ιταλίας 
P 1908; (ὦ πρὸς Ἑβραίους ἔγράφη ἀπὸ (460 Euthalius™ 
add τῆς) ᾿Ιταλίας διὰ Τιμοθέου K 102 460 1923 Euthalius™, 
followed by the Textus Receptus; (6) ἡ πρὸς Ἑβραίους 
ἐπιστολὴ ἔγράφη ἀπὸ ᾿Ιταλίας διὰ Τιμοθέου 425 464 al; 
(f) Παύλου ἀποστόλου ἐπιστολὴ πρὸς Ἑβραίους ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 
᾿Ιταλίας διὰ Τιμοθέου 404 al; (9) as (f) but instead of ἀπὸ 
Ἰταλίας it reads ἀπὸ ᾿Αθηνῶν᾽ ἄλλοι δέ" ἀπ᾽ ᾿Ιταλίας 1911; 
(h) ἡ πρὸς Ἑβραίους αὕτη ἐπιστολὴ ἐγράφη ἀπὸ ᾿Ιταλίας 
διὰ Τιμοθέου τοῦ ἀποστόλου τοῦ καὶ εἰς αὐτοὺς πεμφθέντος 
διὰ τοῦ μακαρίου Παύλου ἵν᾽ αὐτοὺς διορθώσηται 431; (1) a8 
(ὦ) but after ἐγράφη add ᾿Εβραϊστί 104. 
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1.8 δοκίμιον {B} 


In the context δοκίμιον in its usual meaning (“a means or 
instrument of testing”) gives somewhat less than satisfactory 
sense; what is needed is an adjective (used as a substantive) 
meaning “that which is approved, or genuine.” This last is 
supplied by the word δόκεμον, which is read by several witnesses 
(p* 110 431 1241). It should also be noted that according to 
evidence from the Greek papyri in koine Greek δοκίμιον was 
sometimes used as the neuter of an adjective {-- δόκιμον). See 
also the comments on 1 Pe 1.7. 


1.12 ἐπηγγείλατο {B} 

In the style of rabbinical writings, where the word “God” 
ig sometimes to be supplied mentally, the earlier and better 
witnesses (p™7°" 8 A BW 81 200* 323 794 it* cop arm) 
support the reading ἐπηγγείλατο, without a subject being 
expressed. Later witnesses, however, fill out what may have 
seemed to be a lacuna by adding either κύριος (C 1820 19) 
or 6 κύριος (K L P most minuscules syr*) or ὁ θεός (83*¢ 322 
323 463 647 945 1241 1739 2492 vg syr® eth). 


1.17 παραλλαγὴ ἢ τροπῆς ἀποσκίασμα {C} 


‘The obscurity of the passage has led to the emergence οἵ 
a variety of readings, The reading of N* B (παραλλαγὴ 7 
τροπῆς ἀποσκιάσματον) makes sense only if ἢ is read ἡ 
(“variation which is of |i. 6. consists in, or belongs to] the tum- 
ing of the shadow”)—although even so the expression is ex- 
cessively turgid. Taking ἢ as # the other witnesses read either 
the genitive before and after ἤ (παραλλαγῆς ἢ τροπῆς ἀπο- 
σκιάσματος 953) or the nominative (in a variety of variant read- 
ings) before and after #. In the opinion of the Committee the 
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least unsatisfactory reading is παραλλαγὴ ἢ τροπῆς ἀπο- 
σκίασμα, supported by δ΄ A C K P 81 1739 Byz Lect vg 
syr?* arm al. The Sahidie seeks to avoid the difficulties by 
taking each noun separately: “{there is not any| shadow or 
change or variation (literally, declining].”” At the close of the 
yerse several minuscules (876 1518 1610 1765 2138) add the 
gloss οὐδὲ μέχρι ὑπονοίας τινὸς ὑποβολὴ ἀποσκιάσματος 
(“not even the least suspicion of a shadow”). 





1.19. ἴστε, ἀδελφοί μου ἀγαπητοί. ἔστω δέ [8] 


Instead of reading the abrupt ἔστε, the Textus Receptus 
connects the following ἔστω (dropping δέ) more closely with 
verse 18 by substituting ὥστε, in company with a variety of 
later witnesses (K P? Ψ 614 Byz syr? al). The reading adopted 
as the text is strongly supported by both Alexandrian and 
Western witnesses (8° B C (81) 1739 it* vg al). 


1.27 ἄσπιλον ἑαυτὸν τηρεῖν (B} 


Instead of the text that is supported by the overwhelming 
bulk of the witnesses, p" reads ὑπερασπίζειν αὐτοὺς (“to 
protect themselves”), The plural is also read by several minus- 
cules (ἀσπίλους ἑαυτοὺς τηρεῖτε 614 1505 2412 2495). 


3.8 ἐκεῖ ἢ κάθου [ΟἹ 


‘The reading which, in the opinion of a majority of the 
Committee, best explains the origin of the others is that sup- 
ported by A C*" W 33 81 614 630 2495 vg syr® al: Σὺ στῆθι 
ἐκεῖ ἢ κάθου (“Stand there’ or ‘Sit [by my footstooll’”). 
Obviously secondary (though it supports the position of ἐκεῖ 
after στῆθι) is ἐκεῖ ἢ κάθου ὧδε (p"" 8 Ct K P 049 056 0142 
most minuscules syr? al), where ὧδε creates a better parallelism 
and expresses explicitly what is otherwise implied—namely, 
that the place ὑπὸ τὸ ὑποπόδιόν μου is thought of as nearer 
the speaker than the place indicated by the command στῆθι 


NJ 
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ἐκεῖ. Not recognizing this, B aud several other witnesses (in- 
cluding 1739) transposed ἐκεῖ so as to produce a parallelism 
of two (rather than three) references to places. 


3.19 εἷς ἐστιν ὁ θεός {C} 


Among the several readings the chief difference turns on the 
presence or absence of the article: B 614 630 187: 12 2495 αἱ 
read εἷς θεός ἐστιν (“There is one God”; compare εἷς ἔστιν 
θεός 945 1241 1739 al, and the singular reading of Y), whereas 
the other readings involve ὁ θεός standing either before or after 
the verb (“God is one”), The reading εἷς 6 θεός ἐστιν (© 33 
81 syr* al) and still more the reading εἷς θεός ἐστιν can be 
suspected of having been assimilated to the style of the Chris- 
tian kerygma (1 Cor 8.6; Eph 4.6; 1 ‘Tm 2.5). On the other 
hand εἷς ἐστιν ὁ θεός (p" 8 A (945 1241 1739 omit ὁ) 2464 
vg syr® cop) is in conformity with the prevailing formula 
of Jewish orthodoxy. Clearly secondary is the reading of the 
Textus Receptus, ὁ θεὸς εἷς ἐστιν (K* 049 056 0142 88 436 
Byz Lect al), in which ὁ θεός is placed first in order to give it a 
more emphatic position, 











2.20 ἀργή [Β] 

Instead of ἀργή the Textus Receptus reads νεκρά, with 
RA ΟἿ ΚΡ W 614 1241 Bye Lect syr™ cop’ al. Since 
there is considerable suspicion that scribes may have introduced 
the latter word from either ver. 17 or 26, the Committee 
preferred ἀργή, which not only is strongly supported by B C* 
322 323 945 1739 it* vg cop™ arm, but may also involve a 
subtle play on words (ἔργων ἀργὴ [é+épy4]). The singular 
error of μ᾽: (κενή) was suggested by the preceding κενέ. 


3.3 εἰ δέ [Ὁ] 
‘The itacistic confusion between εἰ and ¢ being extremely 
common, it is possible that a eopyist wrote we but meant 
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at δε, or vice versa (see Moulton-Howard, Grammar, pp. 76 .). 
‘The editor must therefore choose the reading that, in his judg- 
ment, is most appropriate in the context. Accordingly, a ma- 
jority of the Committee preferred εἰ δέ as the more difficult 
reading, and explained the rise of ἴδε partly as the result of 
itacism and partly in harmonization with ἐδού in verses 4 and 
δ. The Textus Receptus assimilates to ἰδού, with 36 483 614 
1874 1877. 


3.9 κύριον 


Instead of κύριον, the Textus Receptus reads θεόν, with K L 
most of the minuscules vg syr® cop" al. The reading κύριον 
is to be preferred (a) because the combination “Lord and 
Father” is unusual (it occurs nowhere else in the Bible) and 
would more likely be changed to “God and Father” than vice 
versa, and (Ὁ) because the external evidence supporting κύριον 
is decidedly superior (8 A B C P 4" 5 33 623 1739 1852 it" vg 
syr? cope” arm al). 


8.19 οὔτε ἁλυκόν {B} 


Many witnesses, including 8 C* K L P 049 056 0142 81 104 
1739 it" vg syr?-* it * cop" al, add οὕτως before the negative. 
Since, however, it was natural for copyists to add such a word 
to enhance the comparison, and since it is absent from such 
early and important witnesses as A B C* 88 2492 syr® cop 
atm, the Committee preferred the shorter reading. Still less 
likely to be original is the expansion in the Textus Receptus, 
which after οὕτως continues οὐδεμία πηγὴ ἁλυκὸν καί, with 
K (P) 049 056 0142 104 614 917. 


4.4 μοιχαλίδες {Aj 


In scriptural imagery, μοιχαλίς (“adulteress”) is used 
figuratively of Israel as the unfaithful spouse of Jehovah (cf. 
Ps 73.27; Is 54.5; Jr 3.20; Eze 16 and 23; Ho 9.1; and similarly 
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in the New Testament Mt 12.39; 16.4; Mk 8.38). When copyists, 
however, understood the word here in its literal sense, they 
were puzzled why only women were mentioned and therefore 
considered it right to add a reference to men as well. The 
shorter reading is strongly testified by both Alexandrian and 
Western witnesses (R* A B 33 81 629* 1241 1739 it® vg syr? 
cop™'° arm eth). 


4.50 κατῴκισεν {C} 


The two verbal forms, which, because of itacism, were pro- 
nounced alike, have slightly different meanings: κατῴκισεν 
is causative (“the spirit which he [God] has made to dwell in 
us”), whereas κατῴκησεν is intransitive (“the spirit [or, Spirit] 
which dwells in us”). On the score of external evidence 
κατῴκισεν is somewhat better attested (p* 8 A B W 049 104 
226 241 462 547 807 1241 1739 1877*) than κατῴκησεν (K L P 
056 0142 most minuscules and all versions—most of which, 
however, could not easily represent the causative idea). On 
the score of transcriptional probability, since κατοικίζειν 
occurs nowhere else in the New Testament, copyists were more 
likely to replace it with the much more common κατοικεῖν, 
than vice versa. 


4.14 176 τῆς αὔριον {C} 


Of the several readings, τὰ τῆς αὔριον, though supported 
by several good witnesses (A P 33 81 1739 al), is suspect as a 
seribal assimilation to Pr 27.1; and, in view of a certain tendency 
of B to omit the article, the reading τῆς αὔριον cannot be 


"The present tense “dwelleth” of the margin of the ASV, as well as 
the text of the AV and sixteenth century English versions, is derived by 
understanding the aorist κατῴκησεν (literally, “he dwelt”) in the sense 
“has taken up [his] dwelling.” For another interpretation of the verse 
see Johann Michi, “Der Spruch Jakobusbrief 4,5,” in Newlestamentliche 
Aufeatze. Festschrifl fiir Prof. Josef Schmid, ed. J. Blinaler et al. (Regens- 
burg, 1963), pp. 167-174. 
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confidently regarded as original. The remaining reading, τὸ τῆς 
αὔριον, is supported by a wide diversity of witnesses (8 K Ψ 
most minuscules vg syr* arm al). 


4.14 ποία [0] 


Although the reading with yap is widespread (p*" x= A 
K L P ¥ 049 056 most minuscules vg syr? cop" al), the con- 
nective appears to have been inserted (perhaps under the 
influence of the following clause) in order to prevent am 
biguity (ποία may introduce an independent question, or 
may depend upon ἐπίστασθε). The reading ποία is adequately 
supported by 8* B 614 it* syr® cop arm eth. 


4.14 ἀτμὶς γάρ ἐστε ἡ [Ὁ] 


‘The connective γάρ, seeming to interrupt the sense after 
the preceding question, was omitted in A 33 al. Although 
several important witnesses (including B and 1739) lack the 
article, the Committee considered it more probable that scribes 
would have accidentally omitted ἡ than added it. Since in later 
Greek at and € were pronounced alike, either ἔσται or ἔστε 
may have originated through itacistic corruption of the other; 
the evidenee for the two together far outweighs that sup- 
porting ἔστιν. As between the second person ἔστε and the third 
person ἔσται, ποῦ only does external evidence on the whole 
favor the former reading, but it is probable that copyists would 
tend to prefer the third person in the reply to a question. 
‘The omission of ἀτμὶς γάρ ἐστε in δα seems to be the result of 
accidental oversight on the part of the scribe. 








B.A ἀπεστερημένος [ΟἹ 

On the one hand, it ean be argued that ἀφυστερημένος 
ΟΣ B*), which occurs only here in the New Testament. is 
original, and that ἀπεστερημένος (A B* P Ψ 049 (056) (0142) 
and most minuseules), much more familiar verb, is the result 
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of seribal assimilation to Mal 3.5; ef. Sir 4.1; 29.6; 34.22 (27), 
On the other hand, however, sinee 8 and B usually preserve 
a single type of text, a majority of the Committee preferred the 
more widely attested reading, and regarded aguarepnpévos 
as an Alexandrian refinement, 


5.1 λάβῃ 18] 

Since the reading λάβῃ πρόϊμον καὶ ὄψιμον, which is strongly 
supported by representatives of both the Alexandrian and 
the Western types of text (p B 048 1739 vg cop), was 
ambiguous, copyists added what was regarded as an appro- 
priate noun. Thus, in accord with the consistent usage of 
the Septuagint, ὑετόν is read by A K 1, ΡΨ most minus- 
cules syr?® al. Several other witnesses (8 255 308 1175 it 
syr"* (cop) Cassiodorus Antiochus), perhaps not being 
acquainted with the climate of Palestine and the great im- 
portance of the early and the lute rain, introduce καρπόν 
from the previous clause, thus implying that the subject of 
λάβῃ is “he,” 1. δ. the farmer, 








5.16 εὔχεσθε 


Not counting the present passage, εὔχεσθαι occurs in the 
New ‘Pestament six times; προσεύχεσθαι occurs 85 times. 
Although προσεύχεσθαι appears four other times in this 
chapter without noteworthy variation among the witnesses, 
in the present passage the Committee preferred to follow 
8 ΚΡ ¥ 056 0142 and most minuseules, which read εὔχεσθε, 
and regarded προσεύχεσθε, found in A (B προσεύχεσθαι) 
048"4 and a few minuscules, as the result of seribal conforma 
tion to the eustomary Christian usage. 


5.20 γινωσκέτω ὅτι {C} 


The reading γινώσκετε, read by B 69 1505 1518 2495 ἐγ" 
eth, appears to be an amelioration, having been introduecd 
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either in order to conform to the address (ἀδελφοί μου, ver. 
19), or in order to avoid the ambiguity of who is to be re- 
garded (the converter or the converted) as the subject of 
the verb. 


5.20 αὐτοῦ ἐκ θανάτου {Dj 


‘The reading that seems best able to account for the origin 
of the others is ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ ἐκ θανάτου, which is well sup- 
ported by important witnesses (8 A 33 vg). Perplexed by 
the ambiguity of ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ (is it the soul of the converter 
or of the converted?), seribes either (a) transferred αὐτοῦ to 
follow ἐκ θανάτου (“from death itself” p" B G14 1108 1611 
1852 2138 it") or () omitted it entirely (K 1, Ψ 049 056 0142 
most minuscules).. 


(The reading of p% B al seems preferable. Non-recognition 
of the intensive use of αὐτός could explain the omission or 
transposition, In this position, also, omission might easily be 
accidental in some witnesses, A,W.] 


5.30 ἁμαρτιῶν 


After ἁμαρτιῶν several of the later witnesses (181 378 614 
1518 1765 1898 syr*) add ἀμήν, and one (330) adds ὅτι αὐτῷ 
ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας" ἀμήν. 


THE FIRST LETTER OF PETER 


1.7 δοκίμιον {B} 


‘The word δοκίμιον, which in classical Greek meant “a means 
or instrument of testing,” in koine Greek came to be used as 
an adjective equivalent in meaning to δόκεμον “approved, 
genuine.” Of the two readings here the Committee preferred 
δοκίμιον, which is supported by all uncials and almost all 
minuscules. The variant δόκιμον is read by p™ 23 56 69 206 
429. See also the comments on Jas 1.3. 


1.8 ἰδόντες {B} 


‘The reading ἰδόντες, which is supported by good witnesses 
of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (ΡῈ 8 
B C 1739 τ" vg cop®), is more appropriate in the context than 
εἰδότες (A K P Ψ 33 81 614 al), which seems to have arisen 
either accidentally (εἰ and ¢ being confused through itacism, 
coupled with the failure of copyists to observe the stroke 
[representing »] over the 0), or deliberately (in order to avoid 
what on the surface seemed to be a pleonasm with μὴ ὁρῶντες). 





1.12 [ἐν] πνεύματι [0] 


On the one hand, the prevailing usage in 1 Peter (as also 
elsewhere in the New Testament) favors the reading ἐν, attested 
by 8 CK P and most other witnesses, On the other hand, in 
view of the absence of the word from such early and important, 
witnesses as p? A BW 33 al a majority of the Committee 
thought it necessary to enclose the word within square brackets. 


[The reading without ἐν is to be preferred on the basis of 
(a) superior external evidence, (Ὁ) the tendency of scribes to 
add é in conformity to the usual expression elsewhere, and 
(c) the absence of any good reason that would account for the 
omission of the preposition. B.M.M. and A.W.] 
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1.19-80 Χριστοῦ, mpoeyvaropévov 


Between verses 19 and 20 several Latin witnesses (vg== 
Bede) insert the equivalent of another verse: ipse ergo qui 
εἰ praccognitus est ante constitutionem mundi et novissimo tem- 
pore natus et passus est ipse accepit gloriam quam deus verbum 
‘semper possedit sine initio manens in patre (“He himself there- 
fore, who was also known before the foundation of the world 
and at the last time was born and suffered, received the glory 
that God the Word always possessed, abiding without beginning 
in the Father”). 





1.31 πιστούς {C} 


A majority of the Committee preferred the more striking 
expression πιστούς, preserved in A B 398 vg, and regarded 
πιστεύοντας (read by the overwhelming mass of witnesses) 
and πιστεύσαντας (33 al) as scribal assimilations to much 
more commonplace ways of expressing the idea. 


1.22 ἀληθείας 10] 

After ἀληθείας the Textus Receptus, following the later 
uncials (K P 049 056 0142) and most minuscules, adds the 
phrase διὰ πνεύματος. These words, whose absence from such 
early and good witnesses as ΡῈ & AB C Ψ 33 1739 al cannot 
easily be explained if they were present originally, appear 
1o be a theological expansion introduced by 8 copyist. In the 
West several Old Latin manuscripts and the Vulgate replaced 
ἀληθείας with caritatis (“charity”), and one witness (Speculum) 
expanded with fidei per spiritum (“faith through the Spirit”). 


1.22 ἐκ [καθαρᾶς] καρδίας {C} 

On the strength of p™ 8* ( 81 614, ἃ majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading ἐκ καθαρᾶς καρδίας, but, in view 
of the absence of the adjective from A B vg, thought it best 
to enclose καθαρᾶς within square brackets. The singular 
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reading καρδίας ἀληθινῆς (8°) may have arisen through con- 
fusion with the following ἀλλήλους. 


1.38 μένοντος 

After μένοντος the Textus Receptus, in company with K L P 
most minuscules vg syr? eth, adds εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα. The phrase, 
which is an intrusion from ver. 25, is absent from a wide 
variety of representative types of text (p” 8 A B C 88 822 323 
424° 436 618 1739 1852 2138 vg™" syr* cop arm Didymus 
Cyril Jerome). 


1.34 αὐτῆς 

Instead of αὐτῆς (p 8° (τοῦ N*) A Β Ὁ 206 614 1789 1873 
2208 vg syr* cop" eth Origen Didymus), the Textus 
Receptus, following the later uncials (K 1, PW) and most 
minuscules, substitutes ἀνθρώπου, thus assimilating the quota- 
tion to the Septuagint text of Is 40.6. 


2.2 εἰς σωτηρίαν 

‘The Textus Receptus, following L and most minuscules, 
omits εἰς σωτηρίαν either through an oversight in copying 
(crc... €1€) or because the idea of “growing into salvation” 
was theologically unacceptable. 


23 εἰ {C} 

‘The reading εἰ, supported by early representatives of the 
‘Alexandrian type of text (s7"8* A B), was improved stylistically 
in later witnesses by using the more subtle εἴπερ (κ΄ C K PY 
81 614 1739 vg syr*), which among New Testament authors 
occurs only in Paul. 


25 εἰς 
‘The Textus Receptus, along with the later uncials (K L P) 
and most minuscules, omits εἷς, probably because its presence 
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seemed to imply that the Christians were not already priests 
(compare ver. 9). Its right to be in the text is strongly attested 
by ΡΣ 8 A B Ὁ 5 88 307 322 323 424° 436 441 467 623 915 
1739 1852 Origen Eusebius Cyril al. 


2.19 θεοῦ 


‘The difficulty of interpreting the expression διὰ συνείδησιν 
θεοῦ, a collocation which ocours only here in the New Testa- 
ment, prompted copyists to introduce one or another alleviation. 
In accord with Ac 23.1; 1 Tm 1.5, 19 some witnesses (C 94 
206 322 323 424° 614 915 1175 1518 1739 2298 syr’-*) replace 
Θεοῦ with ἀγαθήν. In other witnesses the two readings are 
conflated, producing θεοῦ ἀγαθήν (A* W 33) and ἀγαθὴν θεοῦ 
( 81). The reading θεοῦ is strongly supported by & A? BK 
L P most, minuseules vg cop" eth John-Damascus. 


2.21 ἔπαθεν [Β] 


The reading ἔπαθεν, which is strongly supported by p® A 
B Gv 33 81 614 1739 its yg syr® copter", was. replaced in 
other witnesses (including Ναὶ W 200* 2127 syr? arm) by ἀπέθανεν, 
probably under the influence of the variant reading in 3.18. 





2.21 ὑμῶν, ὑμῖν {B} 


Both external evidence and transcriptional probabilities join 
in favoring ὑμῶν ὑμῖν as the original reading. Supported by 
representatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types 
of text (p? 8 A BC 81 [05 vg syr*), the reading was altered 
by copyists either because of carelessness (having confused 
ὃ and ἡ, which were pronounced alike), or because reference 
to the work of Christ as an example to the readers alone seemed 
to be too limited. 


8.17 συγκληρονόμοις {C} 


Of the two chief readings (συγκληρονόμος 2127 can be dis- 
regarded as a seribal idiosyncrasy) the external support for 
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συγκληρονόμοις appears to be slightly stronger (p 8° (R* 
συγκληρονόμουτ) Be (Β΄ συνκληρονόμοιΣ) 38. 1780. it vg 
syr? arm eth (Speculum)) than that for συγκληρονόμοι (A 
Ὁ ΚΡ Ψ 81 614 Byz Lect syr*). If one adopts the dative, 
the reference of the clause ὡς ... ζωῆς is to the wives; if 
the nominative, the reference is to the husbands.! The transi- 
tion in sense from the singular τῷ γυναικείῳ σκεύει to the 
plural συγκληρονόμοις may have seemed harsh to conyists, 
who therefore preferred the nominative, Actually, however, 
the transition is not unnatural, and the dative is more in har- 
mony with the structure of the sentence and the thought (for 
the presence of καί seems to favor taking the two clauses us 
co-ordinate). 





3.16 τὸν Χριστόν {BY 


In place of Χριστόν the Textus Receptus substitutes θεόν, 
with the later uncials (K L P) and most minuscules. The 
reading Χριστόν, however, is strongly supported by early and 
diversified external evidence (p? 8 A BC W 83 614 1739 
it® vg syr®" cop arm Clement), as well as by transerip- 
tional probability, the more familiar expression (κύριον τὸν 
θεόν) replacing the less usual expression (κύριον τὸν Χριστόν). 
The omission of τὸν Χριστόν in the patristic treutise de 
Promisionibus attributed to Quodvultdeus must be due to 
accidental oversight on the part of either translator or copyist. 


3.16 καταλαλεῖσθε {B} 


Although the shorter reading καταλαλεῖσθε is supported 
chiefly by Egyptian (Alexandrian) witnesses, including »” 
B ¥ 614 cop Clement, it is to be preferred on transcriptional 
grounds, for recollection of the writer's earlier statement 
ἐν & κατἀλαλοῦσιν ὑμῶν ὡς κακοποιῶν (2,12) undoubtedly 





"The substantive συγκληρονόμος, being derived from an adjective of 
‘two terminations, is both masculine and feminine. 
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prompted copyists to modify the shorter reading by adding 
ὡς κακοποιῶν (syr* "ἴα + cop) or by altering the person of 
the verb and adding ὑμῶν (vg arm (Speculum) ) or ὑμῶν ὡς 
κακοποιῶν (δ A CK P 049 33.81 Lect it syr?-*"* cop eth al). 


3.18. περὶ ἁμαρτιῶν ἔπαθεν {Dj 
The bewildering diversity of readings can be listed in con- 


nection with the variation involving the accompanying verb, 
Followed by ἔπαθεν the variants are: 


(a) περὶ ἁμαρτιῶν BK P 049 056 0142 326* 330 451 1877 
2127 Byz Lect Ps-Occumenius. 

) ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν ἁμαρτιῶν 3266. 

(Ὁ ὑπὲρ ἁμαρτιῶν 2 241 242 325 387 460 489 2492. 
Followed by ἀπέθανεν the variants are: 

(ὦ περὶ ἁμαρτιῶν ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν y* A 206 420 441 1241 arm, 

(©) περὶ ἁμαρτιῶν ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν δ’ (Nt τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν) CF 

38 88 822 323 480 614 680 945 1739 1881] 2412 Καὶ cop’ 
eth Didymus. 

(Ὁ περὶ ὑμῶν ὑπὲρ ἁμαρτιῶν Ψ. 

(9) περὶ ἁμαρτιῶν ἡμῶν Ct 5 629 2298 it® syrP cop 

Cyprian. 

(h) ὑπὲρ ἁμαρτωλῶν Didymus. 

While acknowledging the difficulty of ascertaining the original 
text, a majority of the Committee preferred the reading rept 
ἁμαρτιῶν ἔπαϑεν because (a) this verb, which is a favorite 
of the author (it occurs elsewhere in 1 Peter eleven times), 
carries on the thought of ver. 17, whereas ἀποθνήσκειν (which 
occurs nowhere else in the epistle) abruptly introduces a new 
idea; (6) in view of the presence of the expression περὶ 
ἁμαρτιῶν scribes would be more likely to substitute ἀπέ: 
θανεν for ἔπαθεν than vice versa; and (6) the readings with 
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ἡμῶν or ὑμῶν (which in later Greek had the same pronuncia- 
tion) are natural and, indeed, expected seribal expansions, 


8.18. ὑμᾶς [0] 

‘The Committee was inclined to prefer ὑμᾶς (ΒΡ Ψ ἴεν 
syr® arm) to ἡμᾶς (με (Ν᾽ accidentally omits the pronoun) 
ACK 81 614 1739 vg syr*™* cop*-'° Clement), because copyists 
would have been more likely to alter the second person to the 
first person (as more inclusive) than vice versa. 


3.19. ἐν ᾧ καί 

Not a few scholars have advocated the conjectural emenda- 
tion that introduces the subject “Enoch” (enwKarenwy), 
Instead of improving the intelligibility of the passage (as a 
conjectured reading ought to do), the word Ἐνώχ breaks 
the continuity of the argument by introducing an abrupt and 
unexpected change of subject from that of ver. 18° 


3.21 6 {C} 

Despite the difficulty of construing 4, the Committee felt 
obliged to accept it as the text, (a) because it is strongly and 
widely supported by 8° A B C ΚΡ Ψ 33 81 614 1739 Bye 
it® vg arm Cyprian Origen" ai, and (Ὁ) because the other 
readings are obvious ameliorations of the difficulty, some wit- 
nesses (p? N* 255 436 eth) having omitted the word, and 
others having substituted for it either ᾧ (69 206 216 241 630 
1518) or ὡς (cop Augustine). 








3.25 θεοῦ 


After θεοῦ most manuscripts of the Vulgate insert deglutiens 
mortem ul vitae aeternae haeredes efficeremur (‘swallowing up 

7 See Metager, Journal of Religion, xxxii_ (1952), pp. 256. or, more 
briefly, The Text of the New Testament, p. 185, n. 1, and the discussion of 
Willian J. Dalton, $.J., in his monograph, Chris's Proclamation to the 
Spirits; a Sludy of 1 Peter $:18-4:6 (Rome, 1965), pp. 135 α΄. 
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death that we might be made heirs of eternal life”). As is 
suggested by the use of the present participle deglutiens in 
the sense of the past tense, it is probable that the addition 
is a translation of a Greek gloss, which, according to Harnack’s 
reconstruction, may have read καταπιὼν (τὸν) θάνατον, 
ἵνα ζωῆς αἰωνίου κληρονόμοι γενηθῶμεν (A. von Harnaek, 
Beitrage zur Einleitung in das Neue Testament, vit (Leipzig, 
1916], p. 88). 


4.1 παθόντος {B} 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
παθόντος, which is strongly supported by p? B C W 330 1739 
it! vg cop al. In order to express the idea more fully some 
copyists added ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν (δ A K P 33 81 614 Byz Lect 
syr® cop arm eth al) while others added ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν (® 1505 
2495 syr# al). Had either of the latter readings been the original, 
no adequate reason can account for the absence of the preposi- 
tional phrase from the best representatives of both the Alex- 
andrian and the Western types of text. 





4.1 ἁμαρτίας {B} 


On the strength of p® Μ"Α C 81 614 1739 cop%™™ al a 
majority of the Committee preferred the genitive ἁμαρτίας, 
and explained the dative ἁμαρτίαις as an assimilation to the 
following ἐπιθυμίαις. The reading ἀπὸ ἁμαρτίας (049 056 
0142 1881 al) is a secondary strengthening of the simple genitive. 


4.8. γάρ {B} 


The addition of either ἡμῖν (Ὁ K LP most minuscules) or 
ὑμῖν (8* 28 88 104 330 451 680 915 1518 2127 Lect cop’ eth al) 
is a natural expansion of the author's thought. That there are 
two forms of the expansion increases one’s suspicion of their 
seribal origin, and confirms the impression of the originality 
of the shorter reading, which is strongly supported by good 
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representatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types 
of text (p? A B W 81 614 it® vg Clement). 


4.14 δόξης καὶ τό [Β] 


‘After δόξης ἃ considerable number of witnesses, some of 
them early, read καὶ δυνάμεως. The words are suitable to the 
context, but their absence in such diversified witnesses as ΡΣ 
B K Ψ 049 330 Tertullian Ephraem Cyril Fulgentius al, and 
the fact that those which have the addition present it in 
somewhat different forms, sufficiently condemn it as a homiletic 
supplement to the original text. 


4.14 ἀναπαύεται {A} 


At the close οἵ the verse the Textus Receptus adds the 
clause κατὰ μὲν αὐτοὺς βλασφημεῖται, κατὰ δὲ ὑμᾶς δοξάζεται, 
with the support of K 1, Ρ (W) most minuscules it™™ vg 
syr" *# + cop™co™ Cyprian. Although it is possible that 
the words may have been accidentally omitted because of 
parablepsis (-era ...-erai), the Committee thought it far 
more probable that they were added as an explanatory gloss 
‘on the precoding reference to the spirit of glory. Of the several 
forms of the verb, the perfect tense and the forms compounded 
with ἐπ- appesr to be secondary developments, arising from 
ἃ desire to strengthen and clarify the form ἀναπαύεται (8* B 
056 0142 1739 al). 


5.2 [ἐπισκοποῦντες] μὴ ἀναγκαστῶς ada’ ἑκουσίως 
κατὰ θεόν {C} 

It is difficult to decide whether one should follow the au- 
thority of such important witnesses as 8* B 33 al and regard 
the inclusion of ἐπισκοποῦντες in p” 8? A and most other 
witnesses as an exegetical expansion (made perhaps in accord 
ance with 2.25), or whether the shorter text is the result of 
deliberate excision, prompted either by stylistic considerations 
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(namely, that after ποιμάνατε the word is redundant) or by 
ecclesiastical conviction (namely, that Peter could never have 
admonished presbyters [ver. 1] to exercise the function of 
bishops). In order to represent the balance of external evidence 
and of transcriptional probabilities, the Committee decided to 
include the word (whieh tallies very well with the author's 
fondness for participles), but to enclose it within’square brackets 
to indicate a certain doubt that it belongs in the text. The 
phrase κατὰ θεόν, which is read by ἃ variety of witnesses 
representing several text types (p? 8 A PW 33 81 1739 it! 
vg syr® cop™' arm eth (Speculum), is omitted by BK L 
most minuscules syr®, perhaps because copyists found difficulty 
in understanding its precise import (i.e. “according to [the will 
of] God”), 





5.6 καιρῷ 


After καιρῷ the Textus Receptus adds ἐπισκοπῆς, with 
A P (W) 5 28 33 104 181 326 436 623 913 1827 1898 vE 
syt" “Ith + eop* eth Ephracm Bede, The word, which is absent 
from p? 8 Β K L 0206 most minuscules syr?*** cop= Origen, 
appears to be a seribal addition derived from 2.12, 





5.8 [τινα] καταπιεῖν [Ὁ] 


After ζητῶν there are three main variant readings: (α) rua 
καταπιεῖν “|seeking] someone to devourit; (Ὁ) τίνα καταπίῃ 
“{seeking] whom he may devour”; and (c) καταπιεῖν “|seeking} 
to devour.” (The reading riva καταπέει is a transcriptional 
error either for the infinitive, written καταπιεῖ, or, by 
itacism, for the subjunctive.) On the one hand, it can be argued 
that (0), which is supported by B Y Origen", is the original 
reading, and that the others are scribal attempts to alleviate 
the difficulty of the absolute use of καταπιεῖν. On the other 
hand, it can be argued that the constancy of position of twa 
(however accented) in the overwhelming bulk of the manu- 
scripts makes it probable that it is original and that its absence 
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from a few witnesses is the result of accidental oversight. 
In cither case reading (), which is supported by p” A 614 Byz 
most early versions (whose evidence, however, may count for 
little, being merely idiomatic), appears to be a secondary 
development, arising when the colorless indefinite twa was 
taken as the interrogative τίνα. In the light of such con- 
siderations a majority of the Committee voted to represent 
the divergent textual evidence by adopting the reading (a), 
which is supported by δ (K P 049) 81 181 326 1739 cop 
Origen, but to enclose twa within square brackets, 


5.10 Χριστῷ [᾿]ησοῦ] [0] 

A majority of the Committee was impressed by the support 
of p? and many other Greek, versional, and patristie witnesses 
reading Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ, yet because Ἰησοῦ is absent from 
several important manuscripts (including Μ΄ B 614), it was 
decided to enclose the word within square brackets, indicating 
doubt that it belongs in the text. 


[In view of the tendeney of scribes to add rather than omit 
sacred names, the shorter text is to be preferred. B.M.M.] 


5.10 σθενώσει, θεμελιώσει [ΟἹ 

Similarity of ending of the successive verbs accounts for the 
accidental omission of σθενώσει by p 81 and the ancestor of 
itt and of θεμελιώσει by A B Y al. The replacement with 
optative forms (σθενώσαι, θεμελιώσαι) in several later wit 
nesses (614 630 1505 2412 al) reflects scribal or editorial 
modification. 


5.11 τὸ κράτος [C} 

‘The variation of position of ἡ δόξα (before κράτος in 8 ΚΡ' 
049 056 0142 88 104 181 326 330 al; after κράτος in 88 81 614 
630 945 1241 1505 1739 1881 al), as well as its absence from 
such witnesses as p® A BW vg eth, can be explained best 
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on the assumption that it is a later intrusion into the text, 
derived from 4.11, Other singular and sub-singular variants 
oceur, derived from traditional doxologies. 


5.11 αἰῶνας {C} 


Considering the almost universal tendency to expansion in 
doxologics, a majority of the Committee preferred the shorter 
reading, supported by p® B 36 307* 2%" cop** arm, 


5.13 Βαβυλῶνι 


Instead of Βαβυλῶνι a few minuscules (4™ 1518 2138) 
read Ῥώμῃ. 


5.14 Χριστῷ [0] 


‘The Textus Receptus, along with 8 K P 81 614 1789 it* 
syr® cop? arm al, adds Ἰησοῦ, and 629 substitutes κυρίῳ 
Ἰησοῦ. In view of the tendeney of copyists to expand the 
sacred name, the Committee preferred to adopt the shorter 
text, supported by representatives of several types of text, 
including A BW 330 207 MMM." ite vg syr? eop™-tom 
the (p" lacks the entire final clause), 


5.14 omit ἀμήν. {C} 

Although most witnesses, as might be expected, conclude 
the epistle with ἀμήν (including & K P 614 1739 Byz ith 
vg syt®-" copt"* arm), what must have been a strong liturgical 
temptation to add the word was resisted by the cop: 
AB Ψ 81 629 945 1241 1881 cop eth. 
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11 Συμεών [ΟἹ 


‘The weight of external support for the two readings is almost 
equally divided (Συμεών 8 A K P 049 056 0142 1739 syr™" 
arm al; Σίμων p* BW 81 614 it vg syr*! cop" eth al). 
The Committee was agreed that transcriptionally it is more 
likely that Σέμων is a correction of Συμεών than vice versa, 
sinee Συμεών is used of Peter in only one other passage in the 
New Testament (Ac 15.14). 





1.8. ἰδίᾳ δόξῃ καὶ ἀρετῇ {D} 

Although the reading of the Textus Receptus διὰ δόξης καὶ 
ἀρετῆς is an exceedingly ancient reading (p” B, and K L most 
minuscules), a majority of the Committee preferred ἰδίᾳ δόξῃ 
καὶ ἀρετῇ (& A C ΡΨ 33 81 G14 1739 ith vg syrmtoe! 
cop™ arm (Speculum) on the strength of the following eon- 
siderations: (a) it is attested by a broad spectrum of witnesses, 
including all ancient yersions; (b) the presence of several other 
instances of διά in the context makes it more likely that διά, 
would have been written by mistake for ἰδίᾳ than vice versa; 
and (οἱ ἴδιος is a favorite word with the author of 2 Peter, 
occurring six other times in three chapters. 





14 τίμια καὶ μέγιστα ἡμῖν ἐπαγγέλματα. 
‘The order of words varies greatly: 
(ὦ τίμια καὶ μέγιστα ἐπαγγέλ- 
ματα ἡμῖν Pw 
(Ὁ) τίμια καὶ μέγιστα ἡμῖν ἐπ. B 1 206 255 429 489 
614 1611 1898 2143. 


8 K L 0142 many 
minuscules. 


2, 


(ὦ τίμια ἡμῖν καὶ μέγιστα ἐπ. 


899 
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(ὦ μέγιστα καὶ τίμια ἡμῖν ἐπ. C P ὡμῖν A; ὑμῶν 
W) 5 33 69 81 88 
104 218 307 326 441 
623 1175 1739 2298 
VE ByTe* copm-te, 

several minuscules 
and Textus 
Reveptus, 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others 
appears to be (6). A desire to relate the pronoun more closely 
either to the verb or to rlwa resulted in reading (a) on the 
one hand, and readings (c) and (4) on the other. The sequence 
of μέγιστα απὰ τίμια in (d) and (6) may have originated in an 
accidental or deliberate omission of τίμια καί and its Inter 
insertion from the margin. The readings ὑμῖν of A and ὑμῶν 
of Y have been conformed to the following γένησθε. 


(©) μέγιστα ἡμῖν καὶ τίμια ἐπ. 


1.10 σπουδάσατε βεβαίαν... ποιεῖσθαι (B} 


After σπουδάσατε several witnesses, including N A W 81 
630 and the Latin, Syriac, and Coptic versions, replace the 
complementary infinitive construction (which occurs regularly 
in the New Testament after σπουδάζειν) with the ἵνα con- 
struction; by a lapsus calami, however, at the close of the 
clause 8 A and a few other witnesses absentmindedly retain 
the infinitive instead of the subjunctive ποιῆσθε (which, by 
itacism, was pronounced like ποιεῖσθαι and ποιεῖσθε). At the 
same time these witnesses introduce an edifying explanation, 
διὰ τῶν καλῶν (ὑμῶν) ἔργων. In view of the several variations 
among these expansions, the Committee regarded the shorter 
reading of p BC K P 614 1739 alas original. 





1.17 ὁ vids μου ὁ ἀγαπητός μου οὗτός ἐστιν [ΟἹ 


_ The criginal text appears to have been preserved in only 
ΡΣ B (the Coptic and Ethiopic are ambiguous), all the otly 
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witnesses having conformed the reading to the traditional text 
in Matthew, οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ vids μου ὁ ἀγαπητός (Mt 3.17; 
17.5). The singular reading of P (οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱός μου ὁ 
ἀγαπητὸς οὗτός ἐστιν) suggests that one of its ancestors also 
read as p and B, but that when the assimilated reading was 
adopted the copyist forgot to delete the words οὗτός ἐστιν 
at the close. It is just possible that the singular reading of 
1175 (οὗτός ἐστιν 6) may have arisen through similar inatten- 
tiveness on the part of a copyist who was replacing the earlier 
reading with the other. 


1.20 πᾶσα προφητεία γραφῆς 

Instead of πᾶσα προφητεία γραφῆς the copyists of several 
minuscules (206 378 429 522 614 1108 1758 2138), recollecting 
the statement about scripture in 2 Tm 3.16, wrote πᾶσα 
“γραφὴ προφητείας. The scribe of p” introduced a different 
confiation, πᾶσα προφητεία καὶ γραφή. 


1.81 ἀπὸ θεοῦ (B} 


‘The reading that best accounts for the origin of the others 
ix ἀπὸ θεοῦ, which is read by p” B P 614 1739 ἐγ" cop 
arm αἱ. The reading ἅγιοι θεοῦ (& K Ψ 33 Bye al) seems to 
have bpen suggested by the presence of ἁγίου earlier in the 
sentence; there may also have been palaeographical confusion, 
if amo@y was taken for ἍΓΙΟΙ θΎ. The two readings are com- 
bined in differing conflations in C 81 δὴ al. 





24 σειραῖς [Ὁ] 

‘The textual evidence is singularly evenly balanced between 
σειραῖς and σιροῖς. The latter reading, despite its being sup- 
ported by & A B C 81*# cop™ al, was regarded by the Com- 
mittee as a correction (made, perhaps, in Egypt where σιρός 
was current) of the original reading σειραῖς. If, as is generally 
supposed, 2 Peter depends in part upon Jude, the author of 
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the former appears to have substituted the more elegant word 
σειραῖς for the commonplace δεσμοῖς of Jude 6. In any case, 
the reading adopted for the text is both the oldest (it is read 
by p?) and the most widespread, being supported by many 
versional and patristic witnesses, as well as by almost all 
minuscules, 


3.4 [καταστροφῇ] κατέκρινεν {DI 


It is difficult to decide whether καταστροφῇ, read by 8 
Α Ὁ K Ψ 049 056 0142 33 81 614 al, was added by scribes, 
or whether it was original and accidentally fell out of the text 
of p20" ΒΟΥ 822 045 1241 1243 1739 1881 al. Since the shorter 
reading might well have arisen by transcriptional oversight 
(note the sequence καταστροφῇ κατέκρινεν), and since, if 
the word had been added by copyists, one would expect to 
find it (or a synonym) at various places in various witnesse 
tho Committee thought it best to include καταστροφῇ in the 
text, but to enclose it within square brackets in order to reflect 
the weight of several important witnesses that lack the word 
("BC 1739). 








8.86. ἀσεβέϊσ!ιν [ΟἹ 


External evidence is rather evenly divided between ἀσεβέσιν, 
supported by p® B P 614 syr?* (cop™'* τοῖς ἀσεβέσιν) arm, 
and ἀσεβεῖν, supported by 8 A CK Ψ 33 81 1739 Bye 
(it) vg. From the point of view of transcriptional prob- 
ability, after μελλόντων copyists would be more likely to 
change the noun to the infinitive than the reverse. From the 
point of view of intrinsic probability, the noun gives better 
sense (“an example [or warning] to ungodly persons of things 
in store for them”) than the verb (“an example for warning] 
to those about to do wrong [act impiously)”). In order to 
represent the balance of probabilities, it was decided to enclose 
the sigma within square brackets. 
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3.11 παρὰ κυρίου {Dj 

As between παρὰ κυρίῳ, read by 8 ΒΟ K P 88 1739 arm αἱ, 
and παρὰ κυρίου, read by p? 056 0142 330 al, a majority 
of the Committee preferred the latter as the more difficult 
reading. In order to avoid attributing βλάσφημον κρίσιν to 
God, seribes altered κυρίου to κυρίῳ or omitted the preposi- 
tional phrase entirely (as in A W 33 81 G14 vg cop" eth). 
“The omission may also reflect scribal recollection of the parallel 
account in Jude 9, which lacks any mention of the presenee of 
the Lord. 


[In view of the absence of the prepositional phrase from a 
wide variety of Greek, versional, and patristic witnesses, one 
suspects that seribes added it either in the form παρὰ κυρίου 
or παρὰ κυρίῳ." If such a phrase is to be ineluded in the text 
at all, the least unsatisfactory decision is to adopt the reading 
of the great uncials (& BC), but. to enclose the words παρὰ 
κυρίῳ within square brackets, B.M.M.] 








2.13 ἀδικούμενοι {C} 


‘The reading ἀδικούμενοι, which is supported by early and 
diversified witnesses (p? ΝΡ BP W 1175 1852 syrh! arm), 
involves a very rare construction with μισθόν, and there- 
fore copyists introduced the less objectionable κομιούμενοι, 
(x A C K 049 most minuscules vg syr" cop” eth Speculum). 
‘The author seems to have tolerated the unusual grammatical 
construction in the interest of contriving a play on the 
words ἀδικούμενοι... ἀδικίας (“defrauded of the hire of 
fraud,” J. B. Mayor, Com., p. exevi; see also Sehrenk in 
Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of the New Teslament, 1, pp. 
156 f. and Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, s.v. ἀδικέω, at end). 

















1 The genitive is used with παρὰ 78 times in the New Testament, ἀν 
compared with 50 times with the dative and 60 times with accusative 
Ὁ H. Moulton, Prolegomena, p. 108). 
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3.13. ἀπάταις [0] 


In view of the probability that the original reading of Jude 
ver. 12is é ταῖς ἀγάπαις ὑμῶν (see comments on that passage), 
a majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the 
author of 2 Peter consciously altered Jude’s expression, sub- 
stituting (as he does elsewhere) a more generalized expression, 
ἐν ταῖς ἀπάταις αὐτῶν, which is strongly supported by p" N 
A* CK P 33 81 614 syr® cop” arm al, and for which the 











presence of αὐτῶν is a supporting argument. ‘The reading 


ἀγάπαις (AS ΒΨ 424° 623 1827 vg syr”™""* cop eth Speculum 
ai) is then a seribal assimilation to the prevailing text of Jude. 





2.15 Βοσόρ {B} 


‘The reading Bogép, # name not found elsewhere, is strongly 
supported by almost all Greek manuscripts, and by most early 
versions, The reading Βεώρ, found in B 453 vg™ syr?™ cop 
arm, is the prevailing spelling of the Septuagint. The singular 
reading of 8* (Bewopadp) is no doubt due to the conflation 
of Βοσόρ with 1 marginal correction ~€wp, 


218 ὀλίγως {C} 

Among the palacographically similar readings (oAirwc: 
oNTwC: ONTAC), ὀλίγως, αὶ rare word that occurs nowhere 
else in the New ‘Testament or the Septuagint (although Aquila 
has it in Is 10,7), appears to be original. As regards external 
evidence, ὀλέγως is supported by representatives of both the 
Alexandrian and the Western types of text (p? A B W 33 
vg syr" cops Jerome Augustine Bede). As regard: 

riptional probability, sinee copyists were more likely to 
substitute the familiar word for the unfamiliar than the re. 
verse, ὄντως is far more likely to be secondary than ὀλέγως. 
Finally, as regards intrinsie probability, ὄντως seems to in- 
volve ἃ self-contradiction after δελεάζουσεν, and ὄντας (read 
by several minuseules, including 151 489 1241 1881) is utterly 
inappropriate with ἀποφεύγοντας follow 
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3.20 κυρίου [ἡμῶν] καὶ σωτῆρος ᾿Ϊησοῦ Χριστοῦ [ΟἹ 

On the one hand, the variation of position of ἡμῶν (after 
κυρίου and/or after σωτῆρος) seems to condemn the word as 
a seribal addition in both instances, On the other hand, the 
full form of the expression appears to be a favorite of the 
author (1.11; 3.18), and scribes could occasionally omit ele- 
ments from the full form—as is shown here by the absence of 
καὶ σωτῆρος from 1, 28 309 425 483 629 1881 cop eth al, 
On balance it seemed best to include ἡμῶν after κυρίου (fol- 
lowing p? 8 A C P Ψ 614 1739 al), but to enclose it within 
square brackets in order to reflect the weight of the testimony 
of BK 049 αἱ. 








3.31 ὑποστρέψαι ἐκ [0] 


On the basis οἵ external evidence the Committee preferred 
the reading ὑποστρέψαι (p” BC P 1789 al) to the reading 
ἐπιστρέψαι (K 1. 049 056 Bye al), The reading εἰς τὰ ὀπίσω 
ἀνακάμψαι ἀπό, although well attested by 8A Ψ 048 33-4 81 
vg cop=™ Ephraem Jerome al, has the appearance. of an 
explanatory gloss. 


3.9 εἰς ὑμᾶς {B} 

Αἰδικσυβν thet preposition «διά ἐπ widely Snipporled δε Ss 
read by 8 AV 33 630 vg syr?™" cop*t™ eth Speculum 
al), the Committee preferred εἰς, which is supported by pi 
BC K L P most minuscules cop arm, and regarded διά as 
an exegetical correction. Instead of ὑμᾶς the Textus Receptus, 
following sec-ndary textual authorities (including K 049 
Byz Lect), reads ἡμᾶς. 





8.10 εὑρεθήσεται [Ὁ] 


At the clese ef ver. 10 the extant witnesses present a wide 
variety of readings, none of which seems to be original. The 
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oldest reading, and the one which best explains the origin of 
the others that have been preserved, is εὑρεθήσεται, which is 
attested by 8 B K P 424° 1175 1739 1852 syr®-=* arm Origen. 
In view of the difficulty of extracting any acceptable sense 
from the passage, it is not strange that copyists and translators 
introduced a variety of modifications. Thus, several witnesses 
retain εὑρεθήσεται but qualify it with other words: (a) the 
Sahidie version and one manuscript of the Harclean Syriac 
version insert the negative, and (Ὁ) the Bodmer Papyrus (Ὁ) 
adds λυόμενα (“the earth and the things in it will be found 
dissolved’”)—an expedient, however, which overloads the context 
with three instances of the same verb. Other witnesses either 
(c) omit εὑρεθήσεται and the accompanying clause (so W 
vg Pelagius al), or substitute another verb that gives more or 
less good sense. Thus (d) C reads ἀφανισθήσονται (“will 
disappear”), and (¢) A 048 049 056 0142 33 614 Byz Lect syr® 
cop" eth al read κατακαήσεται (“will be burned up”). 

Because εὑρεθήσεται, though the oldest of the extant read- 
ings, seems to be devoid of meaning in the context (even the 
expedient of punctuating as question, “Will the earth and 
the things in it be found?” fails to commend itself), various 
conjectural emendations have been proposed: (a) after ἔργα 
the word &pya has fallen out (Bradshaw), “the earth and the 
things in it will be found useless”; εὑρεθήσεται is a scribal 
corruption of (Ὁ) ῥυήσεται or ῥεύσεται (Hort),) “the earth and 
the things in it will flow”; (c) συρρυήσεται (Naber), “.. . will 
flow together"; (4) ἐκπυρωθήσεται (Olivier), “. .. will be burnt 
to ashes”; (6) ἀρθήσεται (J. B. Mayor), “... will be taken 
away”; (f) κριθήσεται (Eb. Nestle), “ be judged”; 
(Ὁ ἰαθήσεται (or ἐξιαθήσεται) (Chase), “... will be healed 
(thoroughly)”; (Ὁ) πυρωθήσεται (Vansittart), “... will be 
burned.” 


















‘In support of Hort’s conjecture, ef. 1 Enoch 1.6 where, in αὶ similar 
context, some witnesses read τοῦ διαίρ)ρυῆναι ὄρη (“so that the moun- 
taing shall waste away”), 
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8.11 τούτων οὕτως [0] 


Although the reading τούτων οὖν is supported by representa~ 
tives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of text, 
the Committee was inclined to prefer the reading τούτων 
οὕτως because of the weight of the combination of p* B 614 
1739 syr* al, and because οὖν may have been introduced 10 
provide a smoother connection with the previous statements, 
‘The readings τούτων δὲ οὕτως (C P al) and τούτων οὖν οὕτως 
(81 al) are obviously secondary. 


8.11 [ὑμᾶς] {C} 

In place of ὑμᾶς, which is read by a wide variety of Greek 
and versional witnesses (including A (C*) K ΡΨ 33 81 
G14 1739 vg syr% cops arm), several witnesses read (by 
itacism) ἡμᾶς, which appears to be less suitable to the context 
(8* 104 209 241 630 al). Although the absence of any pronoun 
in p?*"" B 1175 al may be either accidental or the result of 
deliberate scribal pruning of an apparently superfluous word, 

1 view of the age and importance of ΡΣ and B a majority of 
the Committee considered it advisable to enclose ὑμᾶς within 
square brackets. 














8.18 [ἀμήν.] {D} 

On ‘the one hand, the external testimony supporting the 
presence of ἀμήν at the close of the doxology is almost over- 
whelming in scope and weight, including p® 8 A Ο 33 81 614 
vg yr cop arm eth. On the other hand, if the word 
were present originally, it is difficult to account for its ab- 
sence in such notable Eastern and Western witnesses as B 
1739* Augustine Bede, as well as several other minuseules 
(82 440 522 1175 1241 1881). In order to reflect this conflict 
between external and internal considerations, the Committee 
thought it best to include ἀμήν but to enclose it within square 
brackets, suggesting a considerable measure of doubt. con- 
cerning its right to stand in the text. 
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1.4. ἡμεῖς {C} 

Although the reading ὑμῖν is widely supported (A° CK L 
almost all minuseules vg syr?™?"! cop*' arm eth), a majority 
of the Committee preferred ἡμεῖς because of the quality of 
its support (it is read by the Alexandrian text and one Old 
Latin manuscript: 8 A* B P Ψ 33 it® cop*"*), and because 
copyists were more likely to alter γράφομεν ἡμεῖς to the 
expected γράφομεν ὑμῖν (compare ὑμῖν after ἀπαγγέλλομεν 
in verses 2 and 3) than vice versa, 





1.4. ἡμῶν [Β] 

Instead of ἡμῶν (read by NB L Ψ 040 $8 826 it vg 
cop al), the Textus Receptus, following A ΟΥ̓“ K P 88 81 
614 1739 most minuseules vg" syr!?! cop!” arm al, reads 
ὑμῶν. As regards transcriptional probability, eopyists who 
recollected Jn 16.24 (ἵνα ἡ χαρὰ ὑμῶν f πεπληρωμένη) would 
have been likely to alter ἡμῶν to ὑμῶν. As regards intrinsic 
probability, ἡμῶν seems to suit best the generous solicitude 
of the author, whose own joy would be incomplete unless his 
readers shared it; whereas copyists, insensitive to such a 
nuance, would have been likely to alter ἡμῶν to the more 
expected second person ὑμῶν. 


3.17 ἀγαπητοί 

Instead οἵ ἀγαπητοί (strongly supported by 8 A ΒῸΡ 
vg syr™* cop™* arm al) the Textus Receptus, following K L 
and most minuseules, reads ἀδελφοί. The latter word, which 
the author‘of 1 John almost never uses in the vocative (only 
in 8.13), crept into the Byzantine text of the present passage 
because of its customary usage as the introductory word in 
lectionary pericopes derived from the apostolos. 
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3.17 ἠκούσατε 


The Textus Receptus, again following K L and most minus- 
cules, reads ἀπ᾽ ἀρχῆς after ἠκούσατε. The phrase is an in- 
trusion (cf. ver. 24 and 3.11), added by copyists in order to 
balance εἴχετε ἀπ᾽ ἀρχῆς carlier in the verse. The shorter 
text is decisively supported by 8 A B C P 33 181 218 322 
323 431 453 642 643. vg syr>* cope arm eth Augustine 
‘Theophylact. 





2.17 αὐτοῦ [8] 


‘The word αὐτοῦ, which is strongly supported by good τορτο- 
sentatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of 
text (8 B C 81 614 it® vg syr®" cop™-b Cy Lucifer). 
is absent from several witnesses (A P 33 1739 ith cop” 
Origen). ‘The omission is probably deliberate, having been 
introdueed by copyists in order to give ἐπιθυμία a more 
generalized sense, 











3.11 αἰῶνα 





At the close of the verse several versional and  patri 
witnesses expand the text by adding the gloss ‘‘just as God 
for, that (one), cop*] abides for ever” (vg™ (cop) Cyprian 
Lucifer Augustine). There is no Greek authority for the ex- 
pansion (ef, 5.7-8a). 





2.20 πάντες [Ὁ] 


‘A majority of the Committee, understanding the passage to 
be directed against the claims of a few to possess esoteric 
knowledge, adepted the reading πάντες, read by 8 B P 308 
1838 1852 cop Jercme Hesychius. The reading πάντα, which 
is widely supported by A Ὁ K 33 614 1739 Byz Lect ith vg 
syr" cop" arm eth al, was regarded as a correction introdueed 
by copyists who felt the need of an object after οἴδαμεν. 

Westeott and Hort punctuate with a dash after πάντες. 
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2.23 ὁ ὁμολογῶν... ἔχει. 

Because of homoeoteleuton (τὸν πατέρα ἔχει... τὸν 
πατέρα ἔχει), K 1, and most minuscules, followed by the 
Textus Receptus, have accidentally omitted the second part 
of the verse (ὁ ὁμολογῶν... ἔχει). The words, however, be- 
long to the original text, being strongly supported by 8 A B 
© P many minuscules vg syr™* cop" arm eth al. 


3.25 ἡμῖν [8] 

The external evidence supporting ἡμῖν is extensive and 
diversified, including & A Ὁ 81 614 1739 Byz Lect it* vg syr?-" 
cops arm. A few witnesses (B 69* 241 451 1241 1881 2127 
it) read ὑμῖν, which is either the result of scribal confusion 
between ἢ and v, or a deliberate accommodation to the ex- 
pression ἀπαγγέλλομεν ὑμῖν in 1.2 and 3, 





3.217 τὸ αὐτοῦ 


Instead of τὸ αὐτοῦ, which is strongly supported by 8 ΒΟ 
P about twenty minuscules vg syr® cop" arm eth Athanasius 
Augustine al, the Textus Receptus, following A K L most 
minuseules cop Theophylact al, reads τὸ αὐτό. The latter 
construction (ὁ αὐτός), which has the appearance of a seribal 
emendation, occurs nowhere else in either the Fourth Gospel 
or the three Johannine Epistles. 





3.1 καὶ ἐσμέν [Β] 


Although it can be argued that the words καὶ ἐσμέν are 
an explanatory gloss introduced by eopyists in order to affirm 
the reality of the state previously described, it is much more 
likely that they are genuine, being supported by representatives 
of both the’ Alexandrian and the Western types of text (p“* 
ΒΝ ΔῈ Ὁ 33 81 614 1739 it γε al). The absence of the words 
in several of the later witnesses (K L most minuscules), followed 
by the Textus Receptus, is due either to seribal oversight, 
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perhaps occasioned by graphical similarity with the preceding 
word (KAH@WMENKAIECMEN), oF to deliberate editorial prun- 
ing of an awkward parenthetical clause, 


8.5 ἁμαρτίας [0] 

‘A majority of the Committee preferred the reading ἁμαρτίας, 
supported by A B 33 1739 it! syr* cop’ arm, and regarded 
the reading with ἡμῶν (8 Ὁ K LW most minuscules vg syr? 
cop" al) to be the result of seribal assimilation to such 
passages as 2.2 and 4.10. 


8.18. [καὶ] μή [Ὁ] 

It is difficult to decide whether καί (which is read by 8 
ΟὟ PW 1739 it syr? arm eth) was added by coy ts in 
order to provide a closer connection with what goes before; or 
whether, because of the preceding word (δέκαια), copyists acci- 
dentally omitted καί (A Β Κὶ L 88 81 614 Bye Lect it vg 
syr" cop" ql), A majority of the Committee preferred 
to retain the word in the text, but to enclose it within square 
brackets in order to indicate considerable doubt that it be- 
longs there. 





3.14. ἀγαπῶν [0] 

After ἀγαπῶν a variety of witnesses add τὸν ἀδελφόν (C 
K L Ψ 81 Byz Lect al) or τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ (P 056 614 
syr al). In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, the 
shorter reading is to be preferred (a) because it is attested 
by superior witnesses (® A B 33 1739 it" yg cope 
arm) and (Ὁ) because copyists were more likely to add than to 
delete an object that completes the thought of the participle. 


8.19. [καὶ] ἐν τούτῳ [Ὁ] 


As in the case of 3.13, the balance of external evidence and 
of internal probabilities warrants the use of square brackets 
around καί. 
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3.21 ἡ καρδία [ἡμῶν] μὴ καταγινώσκῃ {C} 
In the following tabular arrangement the eleven different, 
readings are subsumed under four principal readings 


(Ὁ ἡ καρδία μὴ καταγινώσκῃ B Origen 
ΩΣ ἡ καρδία ἡμῶν μὴ καταγινώσκῃ ΟἹ 1852 2464 
Origen 
(3) ἡ καρδία μὴ καταγινώσκῃ ἡμῶν (A) Ψ (33) 322 
436 945 (1241) 1739 John-Damascus 
ἡ καρδίάὶς μὴ καταγινώσκει ἡμῶν A 33 


ἡ καρδία μὴ καταγινώσκει ὑμῶν 1241 
(4) ἡ καρδία ἡμῶν μὴ καταγινώσκῃ ἡμῶν (5) K (049) 056 
0142 81 104 181 326 380 451 614 628 620 630 (1248) 
(1505) 1844 1877 1881 (2127) 2412 2492 (2495) Byz Lect 
itt vg syr arm eth Origen Didymus Ps-Athanasius 
(John-Damascus) 
ἡ καρδία ὑμῶν μὴ καταγινώσκῃ ἡμῶν 2127 
ἡ καρδία ὑμῶν μὴ καταγινώσκῃ ὑμῶν 2495 
ἡ καρδία ἡμῶν μὴ καταγινώσκῃ ὑμῶν 1808 
ἡ καρδία ἡμῶν μὴ καταγινώσκω ἡμῶν δ" 
ἡ καρδία ἡμῶν μὴ καταγινώσκει ἡμῶν 049. 1248 Jobn- 
Damascus 


On the one hand, it can be argued that reading (1) is original 
and that ἡμῶν is a natural addition supplied by copyists in 
accord with the usage of the preceding verses. On the other 
hand, a majority of the Committee was unwilling to adopt ᾿ 
reading that may be the result of Alexandrian pruning (B 
Origen), and preferred to follow those witnesses that read ἡμῶν 
after καρδία, in which position the pronoun can serve also 
a8 the object of the verb. In view, however, of the general 
excellence of codex Vaticanus, it was thought best to enclose 
the pronoun within square brackets. (The reading xara- 
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γινώσκω of 8* is, of course, ἃ seribal blunder, and the replace- 
ment of ἡμῶν by ὑμῶν in a variety of witnesses arises from the 
circumstance that in later Greek both words were pronounced 
alike.) 


4.8. μὴ ὁμολογεῖ [0] 

In place of μὴ ὁμολογεῖ several versional and patristic wit- 

nesses substitute the remarkable reading λύει (“Every spirit 
that annuls Jesus is not of God”) or solvit (“severs”). Although 
several scholars (including Zahn, Harnack, Biichsel {in Kittel], 
Preisker) have argued that λύει is the original reading, the 
Jommittee preferred μὴ ὁμολογεῖ because of overwhelming 
external support. The origin of λύει is probably to be sought 
in second century polemie against Gnostics who made a dis- 
tinetion between the earthly Jesus and the heavenly Christ. 


4.8 τὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν |B} 


A majority of the Committee considered it probable that 
the shortest reading τὸν Ἰησοῦν, which is supported by good 
representatives of both Alexandrian and Western types of text 
(A B 1739 itt vg cop! Irenacus!** Clement al), was expanded 
by copyists with additions derived from the previous verse 
(Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθότα). The variety of the 
supplements is a further indication that they sre secondary 
modifications of the original text. 


4.19. ἀγαπῶμεν [8] 

‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
ἀγαπῶμεν, which is adequately supported by A B 5 322 323 
424° 915 1241 1739 1881 ἐν κα vg al. Feeling the need of an 
accusative object after the verb, especially when it was 
(wrongly) taken to be the hortatory subjunctive, some eopyists 
added τὸν θεόν (8 33.81 614 syr°-" eop® al) and others αὐτόν 
(KL ¥ most minuscules). 
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4.20 οὐ δύναται ἀγαπᾶν. {Bj 


Instead of the negative οὗ, which is strongly supported by 
the Alexandrian text as well as by other witnesses (8 B 
1739 syr* cop Cyprian Lucifer), the Textus Receptus, follow- 
ing A K L most minuscules it’ vg syr? cop’ arm eth al, sub- 
stitutes the interrogative πῶς, The latter appears to be an 
improvement introduced by copyists in order to heighten the 
rhetorical style. 


ὅ.1 [καί] {C} 


On the one hand, the absence of καί in BY 048 33 62 
326 2298 it’ vg cop" Speculum al may be the result of acci- 
dental oversight; on the other hand, the presence of καί 
in 8 A K P 049 81 614 1739 most minuscules syr" cop" 
arm eth al may well be a scribal emendation suggested by 
the similar καί in the preceding sentence. In order to represent 
the balance of probabilities, the Committee enclosed the word 
within square brackets. 


5.2 ποιῶμεν (ΟἹ 

‘The expression τὰς ἐντολὰς αὐτοῦ ποιῶμεν (BW (88 ποι- 
οὔμεν) 81 614 1739 it vg syr" cop™- arm eth af) is ex- 
tremely rare in the New Testament (elsewhere only in the 
inferior text of Re 22.14). In 8 K LP and most minuscules 
the verb is replaced by the much more usual τηρῶμεν, thus 
harmonizing with ver. 3 and other passages in 1 John (2:3, 
4, 5; 3.22, 24), 





5.6 αἵματος {B} 

‘The original reading appears to be αἵματος, which is well 
supported by a variety of witnesses, including representatives 
of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (BY 
» ‘Tertullian al). Copyists who recalled Jn 3.5 
(ἐξ ὕδατος καὶ πνεύματος) introduced πνεύματος either (a) as 
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a substitution for αἵματος (43 241 463 945 1241 1831 1S77* 
1891) or as an addition (Ὁ) before αἵματος (P 81 88 441 630 
915 2492 arm eth) or (6) after αἵματος (δ A 104 424° 614 
1739 2412 syr* cop*-t Origen), oceasionally appending ἁγίου 
after πνεύματος (39 61 326 1837) 


5.6 ὅτι τὸ πνεῦμα 


Instead of ὅτι τὸ πνεῦμα the Latin Vulgate, followed by one 
Greek manuscript copied in the sixteenth century (61), reads 
ὅτι Χριστός (“And it is the Spirit that bears witness that 
Christ is the truth’”’), According to Westcott (Com., ad loc.), 
the substitution may have arisen from confusion between 
χρς (Χριστός) and SPS (Spiritus). Within the Latin tradition 
there is variation, some witnesses adding Zesus either before 
or after Christus, and some replacing Christus with Tesus.! 


5.7-8 μαρτυροῦντες [ΑἹ 


After μαρτυροῦντες the ‘Textus Receptus adds the following: 
ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ, ὁ Πατήρ, ὁ Λόγος, καὶ τὸ Ἅγιον Πνεῦμα" 
καὶ οὗτοι οἱ τρεῖς bv εἰσι. (8) καὶ τρεῖς εἰσιν οἱ μαρτυροῦντες 
ἐν τῇ γῇ. That these words are spurious and haye no right to 
stand in the New Testament is certain in the light of the 
following considerations. 





(A) Exrenwan Evwence, (1) The passage is absent from 
every known Greek manuscript except four, and these contain 
the passage in what appears to be 2 translation from a late 
recension of the Latin Vulgate. These four manuscripts are 
ms, 61, a sixteenth century manuscript formerly at Oxford, 
now at Dublin; ms. 88, a twelfth century manuscript at Naples, 
which has the passage written in the margin by a modern hand; 
ms, 629, a fourteenth or fifteenth century manuscript in the 
Vatican; and ms. 635, an cleventh century manuscript which 

For the evidence seo Vetus Latina: Die Reste der olllateinischen Bibel; 
xxv1, Bpistulae Catholiene (Freiburg, 1966), p. 381 
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has the passage written in the margin by ἃ seventeenth century 
hand. 

(2) The passage is quoted by none of the Greek Fathers, 
who, had they known it, would most certainly have employed 
it in the Trinitarian controversies (Sabellian and Arian). Its 
first appearance in Greek is in a Greek version of the (Latin) 
‘Acts of the Lateran Council in 1215, 

(8) The passage is absent from the manuscripts of all ancient, 
versions (Syriac, Coptic, Armenian, Ethiopic, Arabic, Slavonic), 
except the Latin; and it is not found (a) in the Old Latin in 
carly form (Tertullian Cyprian Augustine), or in the Vulgate 
(Ὁ as issued by Jerome (codex Fuldensis {copied 4.. 541-46} 
and codex Amiatinus [copied before a.v. 716)) or (c) as revised 
by Alcuin (first hand of codex Vercellensis [ninth century]). 

The carliest instance of the passage being quoted as a part 
of the actual text of the Epistle is in a fourth century Latin 
treatise entitled Liber Apologeticus (chap. 4), attributed cither 
to the Spanish heretie Priscillian (died about, 385) or to his 
follower Bishop Instantius. Apparently the gloss arose when 
the original passage was understood to symbolize the Trinity 
(through the mention of three witnesses; the Spirit, the water, 
and the blood), an interpretation which may have been written 
first as a marginal note that afterwards found its way into the 
text. In the fifth century the gloss was quoted by Latin Fathers 
in North Africa and Italy as part of the text of the Epistle, 
and from the sixth century onwards it is found more and more 
frequently in manuscripts of the Old Latin and of the Vulgate. 
In these various witnesses the wording of the passage differs 
in several particulars. (For examples of other intrusions into 
the Latin text of 1 John, see 2.17; 4.3; 5.6, and 20.) 





(B) Internat Pronapmuries, (1) As regards transerip- 
tional probability, if the passage were original, no good reason 
can be feund to account for its omission, either accidentally 
or intentionally, by ccpyists of hundreds of Greek manu- 
scripts, and by translators of ancient versions, 
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(2) As regards intrinsic probability, the passage makes an 
awkward break in the sense, 

For the story of how the spurious words came to be included 
in the Textus Reeeptus, see any critical commentary on 1 John, 
or Metager, The Text of the New Testament, pp. 101 f.; ef. also 
Ezra Abbot, “I. John v.7 and Luther’s German. Bible,” in 
The Authorship of the Fourth Gospel and Other Critical Essays 
(Boston, 1888), pp, 458-163. 


5.10 ἐν ἑαυτῷ {B} 

On the basis of 8 VY 049 88 1739 al a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred ἑαυτῷ, ει reading which the minority regarded 
ag a secondary development from αὐτῷ understood in a τὸς 
flexive sense, 








5.10 τῷ θεῷ [8] 


Among the several readings, τῷ θεῷ, which is well supported 
by representatives of ἃ variety of types of text (8 Β ΚΡ Ψ 
614 it! syr> al), is to be proferred. ‘The other readings (except 
the accidental omission by the first hand of the Vulgate codex 
Amiatinus) arose from ἐν desire to make the negative lause 
correspond more exactly to the preceding positive clause. 








δ18 ὑμῖν 


After ὑμῖν the Textus Receptus, following K 1, P most 
minuscules, reads τοῖς πιστεύουσιν εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ 
θεοῦ, ἵνα εἰδῆτε ὅτι ζωὴν ἔχετε αἰώνιον, καὶ ἵνα πιστεύητε 
εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ. Although one could argue that 
the shorter reading arose in order to remove the redundancy of 
τοῖς πιστεύουσιν... ἵνα πιστεύητε, it is more likely that the 
reading of the earlier witnesses (8* B syr) is original, espe- 
cially since ἵνα πιστεύητε seems to have arisen as a scribal 
assimilation to the statement in Jn 20.31. 
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5.18 αὐτόν {C} 

‘The Committee understood ὁ γεννηθείς to refer to Christ, 
and therefore adopted the reading αὐτόν, which is supported 
by A* B 330 614 itr vg syr* cop’ al. Copyists who took 
δ᾽ γεννηθείς to refer to the Christian believer (although else- 
where John always uses ὁ γεγεννημένος, never ὁ γεννηθείς, of 
the believer) naturally preferred the reflexive ἑαυτόν (8 At 
K P © 33 81 1739 al). 





5.30. ἥκει 


After ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ ἥκει several Latin witnesses (vg™™ 
Julianus of Toledo) add, without Greek authority, the fol- 
lowing doctrinal expansion: ef carnum induit nostri. causa 
et passus est et resurrexit a mortuis; adsumpsit nos... (“The 
Son of God came} and was clothed with flesh for our swke, and 
suffered, and arose from the dead; he adopted us ...”). 


5.30 τὸν ἀληθινόν [8] 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
τὸν ἀληθινόν, which is supported by representatives of several 
carly types of text (B 81 syr- eop**™ arm Speculum). In order 
to clarify the reference of the adjective, copyists added θεόν, 
either, before τὸν ἀληθινόν (629) or after (A Ψ 33 614 1739 
vz cop™* oth). Several other copyists preferred the neuter 
τὸ ἀληθινὸν (δ it? copt-vm™), 


5.21 εἰδώλων. [A] 


After εἰδώλων the Textus Receptus, following K Τ, P 81 
614 Byz Lect, reads ἀμήν, a common liturgical addition, 
‘The earlier text, without ἀμήν, is strongly supported by the 
best Alexandrian and Western witnesses (XW A B 38 it” vg 
Speculum al). 
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ver. 1 ἐκλεκτῇ xupla 
“Although either or both nouns may be taken as proper names, 
‘and hence capitalized according to modern usage (to the 
elect Kyria (or, Cyrial,” or “to the lady ἴον, the dear] Hlecta,” 
or “to Flecta Kyria [or, Cyria)”), the Committee understood 
the words to be used metaphorically of a local congregation, 


νεῖ. 8 Ἰησοῦ {B} 

Before Ἰησοῦ the Textus Receptus, in accord with 8 K LP 
most minuscules sys cop’ arm al, reads κυρίου. Since it. is 
more likely that copyists would have added rather than deleted 
such a word, the Committee preferred the shorter text, which 
is supported by good representatives of both the Alexandrian 
and the Western types of text (A B 81 1739 vg cop). 





ver.5 κυρία 


It is possible to take κυρία as a proper name (see the eom- 
ments on ver. 1). 


ver. 8 ἀπολέσητε... εἰργασάμεθα.... ἀπολάβητε 10] 


Despite the meager external evidence supporting the reading 
ἀπολέσητε... εἰργασάμεθα... «ἀπολάβητε, it is to be pre- 
ferred because (a) on transeriptional grounds this reading best 
explains the origin of the others, which have arisen from αν 
levelling process, and (Ὁ) on internal considerations the delicate 
nuance (“...that you do not destroy the things which we, 
apostles and teachers, wrought in you”) is more likely to be 
due to the author than to copyists. 








ver.9 διδαχῇ (2) [Β] 


After the second διδαχῇ the Textus Receptus, following 
KL. P most minuscules cop’ eth, adds τοῦ Χριστοῦ. This 
τῶν 
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reading is obviously secondary, the result of seribal assimila- 
tion to the first part of the sentence. Likewise διδαχῇ αὐτοῦ, 
read by certain versional and patristic witnesses (syr*™> sith + 
Lucifer), originated from ἃ similar desire to relate the two 
clauses more closely. The shorter reading is strongly supported 
by 8 AB W 33 81 1739 vg cop* al. 


ver. 11 πονηροῖς 


The Sixtine edition of the Vulgate, following several Latin 
manuscripts that differ slightly among themselves, adds Ecce 
praedixi vobis, ut in die Domini non confundamini (“Behold, 
Thave preached to you, that in the day of the Lord you may 
not be confounded”), 


ver.12 ἡμῶν [0] 


In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, the reading 
ἡμῶν, which is supported by 8 K L P Ψ 614 Byz Lect syr®" 
arm al, is quite in harmony with the author's generous spirit 
in associating himself with his readers (ef. ἡμῶν in 1 Jn 1.4). 
The reading ὑμῶν, which is widely supported by several 
generally superior witnesses (A B 33 81 1739 vg cop"), appears 
to have arisen by scribal assimilation to ὑμῖν and ὑμᾶς earlier 
in the sentence, Other singular and sub-singular readings (ἐμοῦ, 
cop’, and the omission of the pronoun, 309 327 378) also oceur. 








ver. 13 τῆς ἐκλεκτῆς. [Β] 


After ἐκλεκτῆς the Textus Receptus, following K 1, 049 056 
0142 most minuscules syr™*, reads ἀμήν, a common litur- 
tical addition. The shorter text, without ἀμήν, is strongly 
supported by p 8 A ΒΡ Ψ 33 81 1739 vg cop". Other 
witnesses present a variety of readings, the most widespread 
being the addition of ἡ χάρις μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν. ἀμὴν in 429 442 
{μετὰ σοῦ 463. 1758 1831) syr "+ (arm eth'? omit ἀμήν} 
eth»? al. 
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ver.3 γάρ [0] 

Several witnesses, including 8 38 81 104 vg cop™-t™™ 
arm eth, omit γάρ, either through an aecident in tran- 
seription or, more probably, because copyists saw no clear 
connection between the statement in ver, 3 and the preceding 
sentenee (ef, also 2 Jn 4). For the same reason 1241 substitutes 
οὖν for γάρ. The word γάρ is adequately supported by a variety 
of witnesses (A Β C K P Ψ 614 1739 most minuscules syr™" 
cop™* al), 


ver.4 χαράν [Β] 

Although the reading χάριν (Β ὅ 57 1891 2143 2298 2492 
vg cop” Hilary) may seem to be intrinsically superior, ex 
pressing “the divine favour in a concrete form” (Westcott, 
Commentary, ad toc.), the Committee considered it to be a 
transcriptional modification and preferred the more Johannine 
χαράν, which is strongly supported by ΝΑ C K L P 81 614 
1739 syr6"-* cop™ arm eth. 





ver. 9 ἔγραψά τι (ΟἹ 
‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others appears 
to be ἔγραψά τι, read by 8* A (B) 048 1241 1739 (cop) 
arm, In order to prevent the reader from drawing the concla- 
sion that an apostolic letter was lost, the reading ἔγραψα ἄν 
ΟἽ would have written ...”) was introduced into N° 38 81 
181 614 vg al. Other copyists, to avoid undue deprecation of 
apostolic authority, omitted τὰ (CK L PW most. minuseules, 
followed by the Textus Receptus). The readings ἔγραψάς re 
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(B cop) and ἔγραψα αὐτῇ (326) are obviously tran- 
seriptional errors. 


ver. 15 ὄνομα. 


After ὄνομα several of the later witnesses (L 307 321 378 
467 614 1836 1837 1838 vg™) append the liturgical ἀμήν. 


THE LETTER OF JUDE 


ver.1 ἠγαπημένοις {(B} 

Instead of ἠγαπημένοις, which is decisively supported by 
ΕἾΝ AB W SI 1739 vg syr** cop*-' arm eth Origen Lucifer 
al, the Textus Receptus, following K L P and most minuseules, 
reads ἡγιασμένοις. ‘The latter reading, which is modeled 
upon 1 Cor 1.2, was introduced by copyists in order to 
avoid the difficult and unusual combination ἐν θεῷ πατρὶ 
ἠγαπημένοις. 





νεγ. 8 ἡμῶν [Β] 

As between ἡμῶν and ὑμῶν, the former is strongly supported 
by such excellent witnesses as p* 8 A B W 81 614 1739 syrh" 
cop™ arm al, whereas the latter is read by only a few minuscules 
and by vg cop! Hilary Ephraem, ‘The omission of the pro- 
noun in K L P 049 Byz Lect probably reflects 1 desire to give 
the idea a universal character. 


ver.4 δεσπότην 

In order to avoid the ambiguity of whether δεσπότην refers 
to Christ (as in 2 Pe 1.1) or to God (as elsewhere in the New 
Testament), the Textus Receptus, following K L P W 69 1739 
most. minuscules syr?-", appends θεόν. The shorter reading 
without the interpolation is decisively supported by p? 8 AB 
Ὁ 218 255 337 436 462 642 808 927 1837 1845 vg cop? arm 
eth Ephraem Lucifer Didymus Cyril. 


νεῖ. ὃ πάντα, ὅτι [ὁ] κύριος ἅπαξ [Ὁ] 


Despite the weighty attestation supporting Ἰησοῦς (A Β 
38 ΑἹ 322 323 424° 665 1241 1739 1881 2298 2344 vg cops 
8 
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eth Origen Cyril Jerome Bede; ὁ Ἰησοῦς 88 915), a ma- 
jority of the Committee was of the opinion that the reading 
was difficult to the point of impossibility, and explained its 
origin in terms of transcriptional oversight (kc being taken 
for 16). It was also observed that nowhere else does the 
author employ Ἰησοῦς alone, but always Ἰησοῦς Χριστός. 
The unique collocation θεὸς Χριστός read by ” (did the 
seribe intend to write θεοῦ χριστός, “God’s anointed one”?) 
is probably a seribal blunder; otherwise one would expect that 
Χριστός would be represented also in other witnesses, 

The great majority of witnesses read 6 before κύριος, but on 
the strength of its absence from & W and the tendeney of seribes 
to add the article, it was thought best to enclose ὁ within square 
brackets. 





[Critical principles seem to require the adoption of Ἰησοῦς, 
which admittedly is the best attested reading among Greck 
and versional witnesses (see above). Struck by the strange 
and unparalleled mention of Jesus in a statement about the 
redemption out of Egypt (yet compare Paul's reference to 
Χριστός in 1 Cor 10.4), copyists would have substituted (ὁ) 
κύριος or ὁ θεός. It is possible, however, that (as Hort con- 
jectured) “the original text had only ὁ, and that oT10 was 
read as oTie and perhaps as oTiKe” (“Notes on Select 
Readings,” ad loe.). 

‘The origin of the variations in the position of ἅπαξ is best 
explained by assuming that it originally stood after εἰδότας 
(asin p? A B C? L 049 33 81 104 181 326 330 436 451 629 945 
1877 2127 al); because however, the word did not seem to suit 
εἰδοτάς, and because the following τὸ δεύτερον appeared to 
call for a word like πρῶτον, ἅπαξ was moved within the 
Sri-clause so as to qualify σώσας." B.M.M. and A.W.) 











| For further discussion see Allen Wikgren, “Some Probleme in Jude 5,” 
in Studies in the History anud Tezt of the New Testament in Honor of Kenneth 
Wells Clork, edited by Boyd 1, Daniels and M. Jack Suggs (=Studies and 
Documents, vol. xxix; Salt Lake City, 1967), pp. 147-152. 
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ver. 123 ἀγάπαις 

Instead οἵ ἀγάπαις, which is strongly attested by & BK L 
most minuseules vg cop™*? syrM" arm eth Ephraem Lu- 
cifer Augustine Palladius al, several witnesses, influenced 
by the prevailing text of 2 Pe 2.13, read ἀπάταις (82 378 460) 
and two read εὐωχίαις (6 224°). 


verses 22-23 {C} 

‘The text of verses 22 and 23 has been transmitted in quite 
diverse forms. Some of the witnesses refer to three classes of 
people, while other witnesses refer to only two classes; and 
there are other variations as well. 


I. The following witnesses distinguish between three classes 
of people, and differ as to the verb in the first clause: 


(a) δ reads καὶ οὖς μὲν ἐλεᾶτε διακρινομένους, obs 
δὲ σῴζετε ἐκ πυρὸς ἁρπάζοντες, οὖς δὲ 
ἐλεᾶτε ἐν φόβῳ. 

(Ὁ Areads καὶ οὖς μὲν ἐλέγχετε διακρινομένους, οὖς 
δὲ σῴζετε ἐκ πυρὸς ἁρπάζοντες, οὖς δὲ 
ἐλεεῖτε ἐν φόβῳ. 


11. ‘The following witnesses distinguish between only two 
classes of people, and involve several other variations as well: 


(ὃ Breads καὶ οὖς μὲν ἐλεᾶτε διακρινομένους σῴζετε ἐκ 

πυρὸς ἁρπάζοντες, οὖς δὲ ἐλεᾶτε ἐν φόβῳ. 

(ὦ C reads καὶ οὖς μὲν ἐλέγχετε διακρινομένους, οὖς δὲ 
σῴζετε ἐκ πυρὸς ἁρπάζοντες ἐν φόβῳ. 

(Ὁ K LP read καὶ οὖς μὲν ἐλεεῖτε διακρινόμενοι, οὖς δὲ 

ἐν φόβῳ σῴζετε ἐκ πυρὸς ἁρπάζοντες. 

IIL Still more condensed is the reading of p?: οὖς μὲν ἐκ, 

πυρὸς ἁρπάσατε, διακρινομένους δὲ ἐλεεῖτε ἐν φόβῳ. Some- 
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what similar to this reading are also those of syr* and 
Clement! 


In view of the author’s predilection for arranging his material 
in groups of three (as in verses 2, 4, 8, in the examples of judg- 
ment in verses 5-7, and of sin in ver. 11), a majority of the 
Committee was disposed to prefer as original the triple arrange- 
ment of the passage, and to regard the other forms as aberrations 
which arose partly from scribal inattentiveness, partly from 
indecision concerning the sense of διακρίνεσθαι in ver. 22 (in 
ver, 9 it means “to contend’ with someone; here, however, 
it must mean “to doubt”), and partly from concern to provide 
a main clause after three (or two) relative clauses. (See also the 
following comments.) 


ver. 39 ἐλεᾶτε διακρινομένους {C} 


Instead of the verb “to have merey on” (whether spelled 
ἐλεᾶτε, as in 8 BC! Ψ 88, or ἐλεεῖτε, as in K LP 049 056 
0142 Bye Lect), several witnesses read ἐλέγχετε, meaning “con- 
vinee'” or “refute” (A C* 33 Β1 1739 vg cop” arm Ephracm 
Cassiodorus). Although the latter reading was widely known 
in the ancient chureh (ef, the versions and fathers that sup- 
port it), a majority of the Committee preferred to follow 
the testimony of the Alexandrian text (8 B) and regarded 
ἐλέγχετε as a seribal modification introduced in order to 
differentiate the statement from that in the clause οὖς δὲ 
ἐλεᾶτε in verse 23, thus producing a sequence progressing 
from severity (““reprove”) to compassion (“show mercy”) 

Instead of διακρινομένους (p" Β΄ A B © 33 81 1739 al), the 
Textus Recoptus, following most of the later witnesses (K P 
most minuseules), reads διακρινόμενοι. The latter reading is 
obviously a secondary development, introduced by copyists 
in order to conform the participle to the nominative case in 
agreement with the following two participles in verse 23 
(ἁρπάζοντες and μισοῦντες). 
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ver. 23 οὖς δὲ 


Besides the hly condensed form of text in p™ (see comment 
‘on verses 22-23), other witnesses (syr™ cop Clement! al) 
omit οὖς δὲ σῴζετε and replace ἁρπάζοντες with ἁρπάζετε, 
thus providing a suitable main clause after the relative clause(s). 
Still other witnesses transpose the phrase ἐν φόβῳ from the 
third relative clause to a position either after ἁρπάζοντες 
(Ὁ 630 syr* al) or before σῴζετε (K L P 056 Byz Lect). The 
phrase, however, clearly belongs to the third clause, in which it 
supplies the reason for the addition of the explanatory phrase 
μισοῦντες... χιτῶνα. ‘The singular reading of B καὶ obs 
μὲν ἐλεᾶτε διακρινομένους σῴζετε ἐκ πυρὸς ἁρπάζοντες, obs 
δὲ ἐλεᾶτε ἐν φόβῳ (“and those, whom you pity when they 
contend [or doubt], save and snatch from the fire, but some pity 
in fear”), can scarcely be correct, for it involves, as Hort admits, 
“the incongruity that the first οὖς must be taken as a relative, 
and the first ἐλεᾶτε as indicative.”* It is probable that the 
scribe of B accidentally omitted οὖς δέ before σῴζετε, in which 
case his archetype would have agreed with the text preserved 
in 8° A Ψ 33 81 1739 vg cop’? arm Ephraem. 


‘ere ἐκ πυρὸς ἁρπάζοντες [0] 














ver. 23 οὖς δὲ ἐλεᾶτε ἐν φόβῳ [ΟἹ 

In agcord with the decisions made on the preceding sets of 
variant readings in verses 22 and 23, the reading οὖς δὲ ἐλεᾶτε 
ἐν φόβῳ, which is strongly supported by a variety of early 
types of text (ΝΣ A BY 33 81 1739 vg cop’ arm Kphraem), 
appears to be superior to any of the other readings. 


yer.25 μόνῳ 


After μόνῳ the Textus Receptus, following K 1. P and most 
minuscules, adds σοφῷ, The word is an obvious interpolation 








2 “Notes on Select Readings,” p. 107. In Hort's opinion, “Some primitive 
error evidently affects the passage.” 
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derived from Ro 16.27; the shorter reading is decisively sup- 
ported by 8 A B C 6 33 181 322 323 378 424° 436 441 627 
630 2298 vg syr® cop’ arm Ephraem, 


yer. 25 πρὸ παντὸς τοῦ αἰῶνος 


Several of the later uncials, as well as most minuscules 
(followed by the Textus Receptus), omit πρὸ παντὸς τοῦ 
αἰῶνος, perhaps because the expression did not seem to be 
appropriate in a doxology. The words are strongly supported 
by 8 ABC L 5 378 436 467 623 808 1827 1837 1845 1852 vg 
sy cop arm (eth) Ephraem, 


THE REVELATION TO JOHN 


‘The title of the book in the earliest manuscripts (8 ΟἹ is 
simply ᾿Αποκάλυψις ᾿Ιωάννου (-ἄνου 8). In later witnesses 
this brief title is modified in ἃ great variety of expansions 
(sixty different wordings of the title are cited by Hoskier'). 
What is probably the longest and most fulsome title is that of a 
manuseript at Mount Athos (no. 1775, copied a.v. 1847): Ἢ 
ἀποκάλυψις τοῦ πανενδόξου εὐαγγελιστοῦ, ἐπιστηθίου φίλου, 
παρθένου, ἠγαπημένου τῷ Χριστῷ, Ἰωάννου τοῦ θεολόγου, 
υἱοῦ Σαλώμης καὶ Ζεβεδαίου, θετοῦ δὲ υἱοῦ τῆς θεοτόκου 
Μαρίας, καὶ υἱοῦ βροντῆς (‘“The Revelation of the all-glorious 
Evangelist, bosom-friend [of Jesus), virgin, beloved to Christ, 
John the theologian, son of Salome and Zebedee, but adopted 
son of Mary the Mother of God, and Son of Thunder”), 








1.ὃ λύσαντι ἡμᾶς ἐκ (BY 

Instead of λύσαντι the Textus Receptus, following the later 
uncials (P 046), most of the minuscules, and several early 
versions (itt vg cop” eth), reads λούσαντι. The reading 
λύσαντι is to be preferred because it has superior manu- 
script support (p & A C 1611 it* syr" arm al); because 
it is in gecord with Old Testament imagery (e. g. Is 40.2 LXX); 
‘and because it suits better the idea expressed in ver. 6a, The 
reading λούσαντι, which sometimes may have been pro- 
nouneed like λύσαντι, seems to have arisen “due to failure 
to understand the Hebraic use of ἐν (0 denote a price. . . and 
a natural misapplication of 7.14” (Hort, “Notes on Select 
Readings,” ad loc.). 

With the verb λούειν the preposition ἀπό is naturally rore 
appropriate than é: the early versions cannot discriminate 
between the two prepositions. 


1H. ©. Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse; Collations of all 
Bristing Greek Documents -., u (London, 1929), pp. 25-27. 
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1.8. αἰῶνας [τῶν αἰώνων] {C} 


The words τῶν αἰώνων are absent from p* A P about thirty 
minuscules cop Andrew*, but are present in 8 Ὁ 046 1 1006 
1011 1854 2053 ites yg syrr* arm eth Andrew» 
Arethas, It is diffieult to decide whether the shorter text 
arose accidentally through scribal oversight, or whether the 
words were added by copyists in accord with the customary 
liturgical formula, Since the fuller form occurs eleven other 
times in Revelation (1.18; 4.9, 10; 5.13; 7.12; 10.6; 11,15; 
15,7; 19.3; 20.10; 22.5), the Committee was reluctant to drop 











τῶν αἰώνων from the text here. At the same time, however, 
since copyists tended to expand such doxological formulas, 
it seemed best to enclose the words within square brackets, 
thus indicating doubt concerning their right to stand in 
the text 


1.8 Ὦ (Β) 


After Ὦ the ‘Textus Receptus, following &* 1 (2344) 
ite! vg al, adds ἀρχὴ καὶ τέλος, and twenty other minus- 
cules add ἡ ἀρχὴ καὶ τὸ τέλος. If the longer text were 
original no good reason can be found to account for the 
shorter text, whereas the presence of the longer expression in 
21.6 obviously prompted some copyists to expand the text 
here, 


1.16 πεπυρωμένης (D} 


Although πεπυρωμένης is without syntactical concord in the 
sentence, it was preferred by the Committee not only because 
it is rather well attested (A C Primasius) but chiefly because it 
best explains the origin of the other readings. In order to 
remove the grammatical difficulty some copyists read re 
πυρωμένῳ (8 2053 the ancient versions al), which qualifies 
καμίνῳ, and other copyists read πεπυρωμένοι (P 046 most 
minuseules), which qualifies of πόδες. 
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2.2 κόπον {C} 

‘After κόπον, which is strongly supported by A C P 2058 
ites! yg syr® al, the Textus Receptus, following 8 046 most, 
minuscules syr®* cop™-" arm eth, adds gov. The pronoun 
was inserted by copyists in order to coordinate κόπον with 
ἔργα and ὑπομονήν, both of which are qualified by gov. 


3.10 μηδέν [ΟἹ 

Although A and C, with several other less important. wit- 
nesses, support the grammatically correct μή, the more difficult 
reading μηδέν, read by ® P 1006 1611 1854 2053 2344 ite!" vg 
syr* cop, is to be preferred—for copyists were more 
likely to ameliorate the constructio ad sensum (μηδέν followed 
by the plural ἅ) than to introduce ἃ grammatical difficulty. 


2.10 καὶ ἕξετε {C} 

‘The reading ἔχητε (A P several minuscules) appears to be 
‘an erroncous assimilation to the preceding πειρασθῆτε (as is 
also the impossible form ἔξητε of 88 al), and the reading ἔχετε 
(Ὁ 2053 cop* ai) seems to have arisen from ἔχητε. On the 
whole ἕξετε is to be preferred on the basis of variety of ex- 
ternal evidence (8 046 1006 1611 it vg syr?" cop'"™ arm 
‘Tyconiys) and of intrinsic suitability, being coordinate with the 
future idea conveyed by μέλλει βάλλειν. 


2.13 πίστιν μου καί {C} 


‘The omission of καί (8 P 046 most minuscules) appears to 
be ἃ modification introduced by copyists who did not perceive 
its ascensive force here (“even”). The word is adequately 
supported by A Ὁ 1854 2053 2344 it*! vg syr* cop". 


2.13 ἡμέραις {C] 
Although it is possible that, because of homocoteleuton, αἷς 
was accidentally omitted in transcription (yet even when ais is 
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included, the following &s-clause involves unacoluthon), the 
reading which explains best the origin of the others appears to 
be ἡμέραις, attested by A C 2053 2065 2344 it vg syre 
cop*" al, Not observing that the following ᾿Αντιπᾶς must 
be taken as an indeclinable proper name, standing in a genitival 
relationship! with ἡμέραις, copyists sought to adjust the 
strained syntax by introducing either als (046 1006° syr* 
eth al) or ἐν αἷς (i (R* rais) P 1611 1854 ite arm al). 


3.18. ᾿Αντιπᾶς 


Since the context seems to demand the genitive ᾿Αντιπᾶ, 
several modern exegetes (including Swete, Charles, Zahn) 
adopt Lachmann’s conjecture that, after accidental dittography 
of the definite article (antiacomapryc), the first omicron 
was taken asa sigma. The Committee, however, regarded the 
conjecture as more ingenious than compelling. 


2.16 ody 


‘The Textus Receptus, following 8 P 1 2053 vg syr® al, 
omits οὖν. A majority of the Committee preferred the reading 
with οὖν, which is supported by A C 046 1006 1611 1854 syr”™ 
cop", and explained its absence in other witnesses as due 
either to transcriptional oversight (after -cov) or to taking 
μετανόησον with the preceding ὁμοίως. 


8.20 γυναῖκα [0] 


On the basis of what was regarded as preponderant testimony, 
ἃ majority of the Committee preferred the reading γυναῖκα, 
without gov ΩΣ C P 1 1611 2058 2344 Old Latin vg cop=* 
arm eth Tertullian al). The reading with σου (“your wife 


ὁ Blsewhere, however, ᾿Αντιπᾶ is used as the genitive of ᾿Αντεπᾶς 
(see Bauer-Arndt-Gingrieh). 


‘THE REVELATION TO JOHN 188 


Jezebel"), which requires ἄγγελος in ver. 12 to be taken as 
the bishop or leader of the church at Pergamum, is supported 
by (A) 046 1006 1854 syr°™-» Cyprian al, and appears to be 
the result of scribal confusion arising from the presence of 
several instances of cov in verses 19 and 20. 


3.25. κλίνην {A} 

Instead οἵ κλίνην, which is decisively supported by & Ὁ P 
046 1 1006 1611 1854 2053 2344 ite! yg syx"" cop al, 
seyeral witnesses, wishing to increase the punishment threat- 
ened to Jezebel, have introduced various glosses, Thus, A 
reads φυλακήν, probably derived from ver. 10; 2071 and 
arm read κλίβανον (‘‘an oven, furnace”); 1597 and cop" read 
ἀσθένειαν; and several (Latin) manuscripts known to Primasius 
read luclum (“‘sorrow, affliction”). 








2.22 ἔργων αὐτῆς (B} 

Instead of αὐτῆς (which is strongly supported by 8 C P 
1006 1611 2053 it® vg syr" cop’ Tertullian al), the Textus 
Receptus, following A 1 1854 2081 2344 it syr’" arm eth 
yprian al, reads αὐτῶν. The latter reading appears to be 
secondary, having been introduced either unwittingly (a 
mechanical repetition of the preceding termination) or de- 
liberately (so that the repentance should be for their own 
works rather than for another's). Several singular readings 
reflect scribal eccentricities. 









3.28 ὑμῶν [Β] 

‘The reading ὑμῶν, which is supported by superior testimony 
(RAC P 1906 1611 1354 2053 2344 its'e vg syr™" al), was 
omitted as unnecessary by N*; altered to αὐτῶν (1626 2058 
arm) or (for stylistic reasons) to αὐτοῦ (046 2020 it cop" 
al); and misread as ἡμῶν (2432). 
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3.8. τὰ ἔργα [0] 

Since the expression σοὺ τὰ ἔργα accords with the usage of 
the author of Revelation (2.2, 19; 3.1, 8, 16), the absence of 
τά in A Ὁ al appears to be the result of accidental omission in 
transcription, The reading of 2344 is an obvious seribal blunder. 


3.5 οὕτως [0] 


Instead οἱ οὕτως the Textus Receptus, following 8° P 046. 
and most minuscules, reads οὗτος. A majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred οὕτως, partly because of superior manuseript 
evidence (* (A) C 1006 2344 its!est vg syr®™* eop™'© arm 
eth al), and partly because οὕτως, seeming to be superfluous, 
may have therefore been corrected by copyists to οὗτος 


8.1 Δαυίδ 


Although 8 B P and almost all minuscule manuseripts read 
τοῦ Δαυίδ (or Aaveld), a majority of the Committee preferred 
to follow the testimony of A C 1 1611 1678 1778 1854 2020 
2053, which read Δαυΐδ (or Δαυείδ) without the article, be- 
cause in Revelaticn proper names generally arc anarthrous, 
even in oblique cases." In order to heighten the elarity of the 
symbolism, several witnesses replace Δαυΐδ with (a) ἄδου 
(104* 218 336 459 620 2050 2051 2057 2067*), or (Ὁ) τοῦ 
θανάτου καὶ τοῦ ᾷδου (111 1898), or (¢) τοῦ παραδείσου (arm™*).. 


4.1 τὸ πρόσωπον ὡς ἀνθρώπου [0] 

Instead of the nominative ἄνθρωπος, read by P 1 1611* 1854 
2053 syr" al, the genitive ἀνθρώπου appears to be preferable 
on the seore of preponderance of external support (A 046 most 
minuscules itt! yg syr°* cop Irenaeus al) and tran- 
scriptional probability. Assimilation to the context accounts 


' So Josef Schmid, Studien eur Gexchichle des grieckischen A poknlypse: 
Texles; II. Teil, Die alten Slamme (Munich, 1955), p. 87. 
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for the singular reading of 8 (ὡς ὁμοῖον ἀνθρώπῳ). ‘The 
omission of τό (046 94 1006 1611" al) represents a thought- 
ful correction introduced by eopyists. 


δ.1 ἔσωθεν καὶ ὄπισθεν [Β] 


Although the reading ἔσωθεν καὶ ἔξωθεν is strongly sup- 
ported, especially by versional and patristic witnesses (P 
046 1006 1611 1854 2053 2344 ites" vg syr™ cop arm 
eth Hippolytus Origen’ Vietorinus-Pettau Aphraates Hilary 
Occumenius Primasius al), the reading that best accounts 
for the origin of the others is ἔσωθεν καὶ ὄπισθεν (A 1 69 
1828 2057 2059 2081 2329 syr® Origen’ Cyprian Cassio- 
dorus). After the Church began to use codices for its sacred 
books, the terminology appropriate for scrolls seemed. to 
be strange, and copyists therefore replaced ὄπισθεν with 
ἔξωθεν. The reading ἔμπροσθεν καὶ ὄπισθεν of δ cop’ 
Origen’ has apparently been conformed to the Septuagint 
text of Eze 2.10 (τὰ ἔμπροσθεν καὶ τὰ ὀπίσω); in any case, 
however, it seems to confirm the primitiveness of the reading 
ἔσωθεν καὶ ὄπισθεν. Several singular readings reflect scribal 
idiosynerasies, 


5.4 καί [ΟἹ 


A majority of the Committee thoughé it more probable that 
ἔγώ was added by copyists in order to identify the subject of 
the otherwise ambiguous form ἔκλαιον, than that it was omitted 
either deliberately or accidentally. (Codex Alexandrinus lacks 
the entire verse, the eye of the scribe having passed from 
βλέπειν αὐτό of ver. 8 to the same words at the close of ver. 4.) 





5.6 τὰ [ἐπτά] [0] 


The evidence for the presence οἵ ἐπτά before πνεύματα 
(pS 046 1854 2053 2344 2432 ite” syr- coprre arm 
Hippolytus al) is fairly evenly balanced against the evidence 
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for its absence (A Pr 1 1006 1611 it vg eth Irenaeus= 
ai). From the transeriptional point of view, through con- 
fusion with the two previous instances of ἑπτά in the pre 
ceding line, the word may have been accidentally omitted. 
On the other hand, copyists may have inserted the numeral 
in imitation of 1.4; 8.1; 4.5. In order to represent the am- 
biguities of external and internal considerations, the Com- 
mittee decided to print the word, but to enclose it within 
square brackets, thus indicating doubt whether it belongs in 
the text. 


5.9 τῷ θεῷ [0] 

Although the evidence for τῷ θεῷ is slight (A eth), this 
reading best accounts for the origin of the others, Wishing to 
provide ἠγόρασας with a more exactly determined object 
than is found in the words ἐκ πάσης φυλῆς x.7.., some seribes 
introduced ἡμᾶς either before τῷ θεῷ (04 2344 al) or after 
τῷ θεῷ (Ν 046 1006 1611 2053 al), while others replaced τῷ 
θεῷ with ἡμᾶς (1 2065* Cyprian al). Those who made the 
mendations, however, overlooked the unsuitability of ἡμᾶς 
with αὐτούς in the following verse (where, indeed, the Textus 
Receptus reads ἡμᾶς, but with quite inadequate authority). 
Sce also the following comment. 


5.10 βασιλεύσουσιν [0] 


Of the three variant readings, it is obvious that βασιλεύσομεν 
(2432 al) is a secondary development, arising from the in- 
troduction of ἡμᾶς in the preceding verse (see the comments on 
ver, 9). It is more difficult to choose between βασιλεύσουσιν, 
supported by δα P 1 94 1854 2053 2344 itele vg syre* cop™-t 
arm al, and βασιλεύουσιν, supported by A 046 1006 1611 
it*! syr al. A majority of the Committee, noting that in 
20.6 codex Alexandrinus mistakenly reads βασιλεύουσιν for 
the future tense, preferred βασιλεύσουσιν here, as more suited 
to the meaning of the context. 
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δ.18 καί (5) {C} 


In order to provide a verb for the relative clause (with or 
without an additional relative pronoun), after θαλάσσης some 
witnesses read ἐστίν, καί (A 1006 1611" 1854 2344 al), others 
read ἅ ἐστιν, καί (P 046 1 2073 2081 al, followed by the 
Textus Receptus), and still others read ὅσα ἐστίν, καί (1828 
2058 al). The text which seems to have given rise to these 
modifications is simply καί, supported by δὲ 1611* 2020 2065 
2432 al. 


6.1 ἔρχου [ΟἹ 


After ἔρχου, which is well supported by A C P 1 1006 1611 
1854 2053 vg cop" al, several witnesses add (as though 
the verb “Come!” were addressed to the Seer) καὶ ἴδε (Ν 
046 about 120 minuscules ite syr™* eth al) or καὶ βλέπε 
(296 2049 and Textus Receptus). The singular readings 
ὅτι ἔρχομαι (arm) and et vent (it) are due to freedom in 
translation. 


8.2 καὶ εἶδον {C} 


The words καὶ εἶδον are absent from 046 about 100 minus- 
cules (most of which add καὶ ἴδε in ver. 1; see previous com- 
ment) al. The Committee preferred to include the words 
(a) because of preponderant testimony, including & (A Ὁ 
ἴδον) P 1 1006 1611 2053 2344 ite vg syr> cop” arm al, 
and (Ὁ) because the omission ean be either accidental (Kat- 
eidonxandoy), or deliberate on the part of copyists of 
the manuseripts which read καὶ ἴδε at the close of ver. 1 
(who therefore would naturally have regarded καὶ εἶδον as 
superfluous). The singular readings εἶδον (cop) and καὶ 
ἥκουσα καὶ εἶδον (syr) are due to freedom in translation. 





‘Ie is also possible to translate (as Zahn prefers), “Gol” 
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8.8. ἔρχου {C} 


ΑΞ in ver. 1, after ἔρχου, which is here well supported by 
AC P 046 1006 1611 1854 2053 vg syr™™* cop" al, sev- 
eral witnesses (including 8 1828 2073 2344 its cop™ 
al) add καὶ te, while a few others (296 2049 followed by 
the Textus Receptus) add καὶ βλέπε. (See also the comments 
on ἔρχου in ver. 1.) 


6.4 ἐκ τῆς γῆς [0] 

The best attested reading appears to be ἐκ τῆς γῆς, sup- 
ported by 8* C P 046 1006 1611 1854 2432 πίει vg arm 
al, Stylistic considerations motivated the replacement of 
ἐκ by ἐπί (2344) or by ἀπό (1 1823 2053 and the Textus 
Receptus). The omission of the preposition altogether (A 2081 
ai) is probubly the result of an accident in transcription. 

6.5 ἔρχον [0] 

See the comments on ver. 1. 
6.5 καὶ εἶδον [0] 

See the comments on ver. 2. 
8.17 ἔρχου {C} 

See the comments on ver. 1. 
6.8 καὶ εἶδον [6] 

See the comments on ver. 2. 
8.8 ἐπάνω αὐτοῦ [ΟἹ 

‘The reading ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν (1854 al) is an obvious assimilation 
to the similar expression in verses 2, 4, and 5. It is much more 


difficult to decide whether ἐπάνω, read by C P 1 1611 2053 
(and more than twenty other minuseules) vg al, is original, 
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αὐτοῦ having been added later by copyists; or whether ἐπ- 
ἄνω αὐτοῦ read by 8 A 046 most minuscules al, is original, 
αὐτοῦ having been omitted later either accidentally or de- 
liberately. A majority of the Committee, impressed by the 
weight of the evidence supporting the presence of the word, 
regarded its absence in other witnesses as an accident of 
transeription. 





8.11 πληρωθῶσιν [0] 


On the strength of A C 2344 its's vg syr™* arm (although 
some of the versional evidence may be merely translational), 
the Committee gave αὶ slight preference to the reading +Ay- 
ρωθῶσιν (on the quite rare intransitive sense of the verb 
see Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, s.v. § 6). The reading πληρώσωσιν 
(% P 046 1006 1854 al) may have arisen as an error of sight 
or sound in transcription. The two readings involving the 
indicative mood (πληρώσονται in 296 2049 Arethas, and 
πληρώσουσιν in 1611 2053°°"" 2065 al) seem to be secondary 
to the two readings involving the subjunctive mood. 





6.12 καὶ σεισμός [Β] 

‘The presence of ἰδού before σεισμός (A 296 2066 vg Pri- 
masius and the Textus Receptus), though typical of the 
apocalyptic style, has inadequate external support to warrant 
its being received as original. Several witnesses (743 1840 
2019 2051 2055 2064 2070 2256 cops Tyconius) omjt καί 
as superfluous. The absence of καὶ... ἐγένετο (cop*™) is 
an obvious accidental omission due to homoeoteleuton, Thus 
the remaining reading, καὶ σεισμός, being well supported by 
8 C P 046 1 1006 1611 1854 2053 2344 items vg syreh arm 
eth Primasius al, is to be regarded as the original text. 


6.17 αὐτῶν [0] 


Although the reading αὐτοῦ is supported by A P 046 almost 
all minuscules cop™-* arm eth al, it appears to be the easier 
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reading, having been introduced to avoid the ambiguity of 
αὐτῶν (which is strongly supported by 8 C 1611 1854 2053 
2344 is vg syr" al) and to carry on the reference to 
τῆς ὀργῆς τοῦ ἀρνίου of the preceding verse. 





1.15 ἀμήν (2) [0] 

Although the absence of ἀμήν at the close of ver. 12 in 
several witnesses (C ten minuscules al) may suggest that the 
word is a-liturgieal addition in the other witnesses, the Com- 
mittee was impressed by the preponderant testimony supporting 
its presence (8 A P O46 1006 1611 1854 2053 2344 ites" vg 
syr?™» cops arm eth al). 


8.1 ὅταν 

Although 8 P and almost all minuscules, followed by the 
Textus Receptus, read ὅτε, the Committee preferred ὅταν, 
which is supported by A © 1006 1611 1841. The reading dre 
seems to be an assimilation to the six instances of ὅτε ἤνοιξεν 
in chap, 6. (For another example of ὅταν with the indicative 
in the book of Revelation, see 4.9.) 


8.6. αὐτούς 

Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on αὐτούς. 


8.8 πυρί {Cj 

The word πυρί is absent from 046, about 125 minuscules, 
syr* al. A majority of the Committee preferred to include the 
word on the basis of its presence in such diversified witnesses 
as 8 A P 052 1006 1854 2053 2344 ite. vg syr* cops al. 
‘The word may haye been omitted because it seemed redundant 
with καιόμενον. 
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8.18 ἀετοῦ 

Instead of ἀετοῦ (which is decisively supported by R A 046 
most minuscules itt'=” yg syr" cop eth) the Textus 
Receptus, following P 1 680 2059 2060 2081 2186 2286 2302 
arm al, reads ἀγγέλου. The substitution may have been 
accidental (a scribe misread a€roy as arreAoy) but more 
likely was deliberate, since the function ascribed to the eagle 
seems more appropriate to an angel (cf. 14.6). Furthermore, 
“had the Apoealyptist written ἀγγέλου, ἄλλου would probably 
have taken the place of ἑνός; ef. 7.2; 8.3 (H. Β. Swete, The 
Apocalypse of St. John, ad loc.). The two readings are con- 
fated by 42 al into ἀγγέλου ὡς ἀετοῦ. 


9.17 ὅμοιοι χρυσῷ [0] 

The rare plural form χρυσοῖ (read by 046 0207 about 125 
minuscules cop al) appears to be less strongly supported than 
ὅμοιοι χρυσῷ (ἈΝ A P 1006 1611 (1854) 2053 2344 iteiesd"*40 
vg syr®™* cop" arm eth al); furthermore the latter accords 
with the style of the book of Revelation. The reading of 2351, 
χρυσοῖ ὅμοιοι χρυσῷ, is ἃ curious conflation. 








9.12-18,» οὐαὶ μετὰ ταῦτα. Καί 


Since μετὰ ταῦτα (or μετὰ τοῦτο) almost, always begins δ 
sentence or clause (elsewhere in Revelation the phrase occurs 
at the close of a sentence only in 1.19 and 4.1), many witnesses 
(0207, more than 100 minuscules, syr®) join μετὰ ταῦτα to 
ver, 13, In order to smooth the juncture several witnesses either 
move the initial καί of ver, 13 so as to precede μετὰ ταῦτα 
(046) or omit it altogether (p* 8 61 69 456 469 664 2058 2344 
syr™ cop*-**arab). The text adopted is adequately supported 
(A P 1 172 2015 2023 it vg syr* al Tyconius Andrew Haymo 
Arethas) and is in accord with the author's manner of in- 
troducing previously mentioned angels (8.1, 8, 10, 12; 9.1) 
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9.18. ἐκ τῶν [τεσσάρων] κεράτων [0] 


‘The weight of the extemal evidence for the presence and for 
the absenee of τεσσάρων. 5 almost evenly balanced. Among 
internal considerations, on the one hand it is possible that the 
word was added in order to make an antithesis to φωνὴν μίαν 
and a parallelism with τοὺς τέσσαρας ἀγγέλους of ver. 1 
on the other hand it is possible that the word was accidental 
omitted in transeription because of a certain similarity with the 
following κεράτων. In view of such considerations a majority 
of the Committee thought it best to include the word in the 
text, but to enclose it within square brackets. Among the 
singular readings the omission of μίαν ἐκ τῶν κεράτων in R* 
is noteworthy. 








9.20 οὐδέ [0] 

‘The difficulty of construing οὐδέ or οὔτε, in the absence of a 
correlative clause, prompted the scribes of C many minuscules 
arm al to substitute οὐ (or καὶ οὐ 2329 al). As between οὐδέ 
(pt & 046 69 1778 2020 2053" al) and οὔτε (A P 1 1611 
2053°"™ 2065 2081 2432 al), the Committee preferred the 
former, since copyists were likely to alter it to οὔτε by assimila- 
tion to the correlative obre . . . οὔτε later in the vé 





9.21 φαρμάκων [0] 

‘The Committee preferred φαρμάκων, which occurs nowhere 
else in the New Testament, partly on the basis of external 
support (p* 8 Ο 1006 1611 1854 al) and partly because 
copyists would have been more likely to alter it to the more 
specific φαρμακ(ε)ιῶν (A P 046 2053 2344 al), which occurs 
in 18.23 and Ga 5.20, than vice versa. 


104 ὅτε ἐλάλησαν αἱ ἑπτὰ βρονταί, ἤμελλον γράφειν {Ct 


Instead of ὅτε (which is read by A C P 046 1006 1611 1854 
2053 2344 vg syr*- arm) several witnesses, ineluding p* 8 





THE REVELATION ΤῸ JOHN 745 





several minuseules cop*-' al, substitute ὅσα. A majori 
the Committee, impressed by the external evidenee, pref 
ὅτε, and considered ὅσα to be an exegetical modification, 
similar to other interpretative rewritings of the text found in 
sporadie witnesses. 





10.6 καὶ τὴν θάλασσαν καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ [Β] 

‘The omission of καὶ τὴν θάλασσαν... αὐτῇ by a number 
of witnesses (including 8* A 1611 2344 it#® syrt cop"'al) is 
probably accidental, arising from homoeoarcton and homoco- 
teleuton, The predominant weight of the external evidence 
(p* C P 1006 1854 2053 it” vg (syr*) cop" al) favors the 
originality of the words, as does also the impression that they 
are appropriate to the completeness of the formal discourse of 
the author. 


10.7 τοὺς ἑαυτοῦ δούλους τοὺς προφήτας [0] 


The ‘Textus Receptus, following a few insignificant minus- 
cule witnesses (1 743 2051 2055 2064 2067 al), alters the 
accusative case to the much more common dative following 
εὐαγγελίζειν. The reading with καί after δούλους (ρ΄ Ναὶ 2321 
2820 2344 cop™) is inadequately supported and apparently 
‘was inserted inadvertently by copyists who were less familiar 
than was the author the Old Testament phrase, “His 
servants the prophets” (Jr 7.25; 25.4; Am 3.7); ef. also 11.18. 
the unexpected ἑαντοῦ, which is strongly supported by pf 
ΝΑ ΟΡ 1611 1854 2058 al, is to be preferred to the less vigorous 
and more usual αὐτοῦ (046 most minuseules) 


10.10 βιβλαρίδιον 


In view of the variation between βιβλαρίδιον in verses 2 
and 9 and βιβλίον in ver, 8, it is not easy to decide in v.10 
between βιβλαρίδιον (A C P al) and βιβλίον (δ 046 1854 
al), A third reading, βιβλιδάριον, has only minuscule sup- 
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port, including 1006 1611 2053. On the basis chiefly of the 
weight of external evidence the Committee preferred βι- 
βαλαρίδιον, to which also pM seems to point with βιβλίδιον. 


11.2 ἔξωθεν (1) [Β] 


The reading ἔξωθεν is to be preferred on both external and 
internal grounds: (a) it is strongly supported by p* A P 046 
1006 1611 1854 2053 it vg syr® cop" arm al 
who understood the αὐλή to be the inner courtyard were 
puzzled by the expression τὴν αὐλὴν τὴν ἔξωθεν, and there- 
fore changed the adverb to ἔσωθεν (δ about thirty-five minus- 
cules syr?* al), 





11.3. περιβεβλημένοι 

‘The reading περιβεβλημένους, although strongly supported 
by 8* A P 046 and about 45 minuscules, is a meaningless seribal 
error which arose from mechanical conformation to the case of 
σάκκους. 


11.159. ἤκουσαν [Β] 


Instead of ἤκουσαν p N¢ 046 many minuscules cop arm 
al read ἤκουσα. Not only does the weight of external evidence 
favor ἤκουσαν, but since the Seer constantly uses ἤκουσα 
throughout the book (24 times), eopyists were more likely to 
substitute ἤκουσα for ἤκουσαν than vice versa, 


11.17 ὅτι {C} 


The reading ὄτι, in the view of a majority of the Committee, 
is to be preferred because of superior external evidence (8° A 
P 046 1 1611 1854 2053 itee” vg syr>-" eop™ al) und be- 
cause it best explains the origin of the other readings. The 
addition of ὁ ἐρχόμενος ὅτι (051 1006 sixteen minuscules vg 
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and the Textus Receptus) is αὶ typical Byzantine accretion, 
in imitation of the tripartite expression in 1.4, 8; of. 4.8. The 
reading καὶ ὅτι, although supported by p® N* C 2344 cop?" 
arm, strains the syntax and appears to be a seribal blunder 





11.18 τοὺς μικροὺς καὶ τοὺς μεγάλους 


‘The reading τοὺς μικροὺς καὶ τοὺς μεγάλους, which is strongly 
supported by p N* A C 2321 2322 2820 2344 2351, is to be 
preferred to the easier reading τοῖς μικροῖς καὶ τοῖς μεγάλοις 
(8 P 046 almost all minuscules). 

11.19 ὁ ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ [0] 

On the one hand, the reading with the article is supported 
by superior external evidence (A C about 30 minuseules in- 
cluding 1006 1828 2020 2073 its" cop’ arm eth al); on the 
other hand, however, since it has the appearance of being « 
grammatical correction, the reading ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ (ρ΄ NP 
046 051 most minuscules al) may seem to be preferred. In 
view of the weight of the external evidence, a majority of the 
Committee preferred the reading with the definite article, and 
explained its absence in other witnesses as the result of tran- 
seriptional oversight, 


12.10 κατήγωρ 


Codex Alexandrinus reads κατήγωρ, ἃ hapax legomenon in 
the New Testament, whereas all other witnesses (including 
8 C P 046) read the more usual Greek word κατήγορος. 
A majority of the Committee preferred κατήγωρ, which, it was 
judged, was more likely to be altered to κατήγορος than vice 
versa, A minority of the Committee, while acknowledging 
that for the book of Revelation codex Alexandrinus is a τος 
markably good witness, preferred κατήγορος, agreeing with 
‘Tasker that in the present instance “it may well be that the 
fifth-century seribe of A is (merely reficeting the usage of 
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his day and not copying from a manuseript which retained the 
original reading κατήγωρ."" 


12.18 Kal ἐστάθη ἴ0] 


Instead of καὶ ἐστάθη, which is well supported by p® RA 
C about 25 minuscules (including 1854 2344) and it*«" vg 
syr? arm eth al, the Textus Receptus, following P 046 051 
most minuseules syr* cop" al, reads Kat ἐστάθην (pre- 
ceded by a full stop). The latter reading appears to have 
arisen when copyists accommodated ἐστάθη to the first person 
of the following εἶδον. 


18.1 ὀνόματα] [0] 


On the one hand, the reading ὄνομα may have arisen from 
ὀνόματα through the accidental omission of τὰ after Maj on 
the other hand, however, after the plural κεφαλάς copyists 
may have tended to alter ὄνομα to ὀνόματα, On the strength 
of the two most important witnesses (A 2053) a majority of 
the Committee preferred to print ὀνόματα in the text, but to 
enclose the last two letters within square brackets in, order 
to represent the opposing evidence. 


18.6 τοὺς ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ σκηνοῦντας [0] 


Among the several readings a majority of the Committee 
preferred rods... «σκηνοῦντας on the grounds of its superior 
external support (it is read by (8*) A C (1006) 1611 2053°"" 
2344 al) and its being the more difficult reading. The presence 
of καί before τούς (in N¢ P 046* 051 most minuscules and early 
versions) appears to be due to copyists who wished to alleviate 
the strained syntax. In view of occasional omissions in p* 
the Committee regarded its reading ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ as ἃ sec- 
ondary modification, introduced probably because of the 


UR. VG. Tasker, Journal of Theological Studies, τι (1949), p. 65 


‘THE REVELATION TO JOHN 749 


syntactical difficulty. The singular reading of syr? is probably 
due to the freedom of the translator. 


13.7 καὶ ἐδόθη αὐτῷ ποιῆσαι πόλεμον μετὰ τῶν ἁγίων 
καὶ νικῆσαι αὐτούς [Β] 

‘The absence of the clause καὶ ἐδόθη... αὐτούς in a variety 
of witnesses (p* A C P about 50 minuscules (including 2053) 
syr® cop" arm) is no doubt due to oversight. in transcription, 
the eye of the scribe passing from the first to the second in- 
stance of καὶ ἐδόθη αὐτῷ. Several minuscules (1859 2020 2065 
2432) introduce ἐξουσία from the following clause, while other 
secondary witnesses modify the order of words (1611 1854 al), 





13.8 οὗ οὐ γέγραπται τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ [0] 


The reading which best uecounts for the origin of the others 
appears to be od... abrod, supported by (A) Ὁ 1854 2053 
Irenacus'*, Disturbed by the use of the singular number after 
πάντες, copyists sought to alleviate the inconcinnity by altering 
οὗ to ὧν (p 8 P 046 most minuscules and early versions) 
and, further, by altering τὸ ὄνομα to τὰ ὀνόματα, with or with- 
out αὐτῶν (p & P 051 al). 





13.10’ εἰς αἰχμαλωσίαν, els αἰχμαλωσίαν ὑπάγει [ΟἹ 


‘The epigrammatic style of the saying has perplexed the 
scribes. The reading εἰς αἰχμαλωσίαν, eis αἰχμαλωσίαν 
ὑπάγει (A vg Ps-Ambrose) best accounts for the origin of 
the others. The absence of one of the two instances of eds 
αἰχμαλωσίαν, although rather widespread (p" 8 CP 046 
1006 1611 2053 al), appears to be the result of accidental 
oversight in transeription. The absence of a verb with the first 
clause prompted various copyists to attempt to improve the text 
by adding either ἀπάγει (616 1828 1854 1862 1888 2322 ites 
vg" syr-* al) or συνάγει (2059 2081 Arethas, followed by the 
Textus Receptus), or by altering the construction to αἰχ- 
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μαλωτίζει (94 104 459 2019). The reading ἔχει αἰχμαλωσίαν. 
ὑπάγει (051 and about 130 minuscules), which can scarcely 
be translated, must be regarded as a seribal blunder (ἔχει. 
being written instead of εἰς); it is thus a further development 
of the second reading mentioned above (p" al). 


18.10 ἀποκτανθῆναι, αὐτόν [O} 


Among the dozen variant readings, the least unsatisfactory 
appears to be ἀποκτανθῆναι, αὐτόν, supported by codex 
Alexandrinus. As in the first two lines of the verse, the third 
and fourth lines teach (as does also Jr 15.2, on which the saying 
rests) the duty of endurance and the fulfillment of the will of 
God. Perhaps under the influence of such sayings as Mt 26.52 
(πάντες γὰρ οἱ λαβόντες μάχαιραν ἐν μαχαίρῃ ἀπολοῦνται), 
copyists modified in various ways the difficult Greek construc 
tion (which, as Charles points out, seems to be ἃ literal render- 
Ing of a distinctively Hebrew idiom, 393 v7 MN 3903 7K 
mab “if anyone is to be slain with the sword, he is to be slain 
with the sword”) and introduced the idea of retribution (perse- 
cutors will be requited in strict accord with the ler talionis). 





13.15 αὐτῷ 


Instead of αὐτῷ, which is supported by p? 8 ΡῈ 046 and 
all minuscules, A C P*"* substitute the meaningless αὐτῇ. 
‘The latter can only be a seribal blunder, due perhaps “to the 
mind of the writer having reverted to εἰκόνα (ver. 14), or his 
eye having been caught by τῇ εἰκόνι, which immediately 
follows" (H. B. Swete, The Apocalypse of St. John, ad loc.). 





18.15 ποιήσῃ [ἵνα] ὅσοι [Ὁ] 

The word ἵνα, which seems to be indispensable with éro- 
κτανθῶσιν, stands after ποιήσῃ in A P 1006 2065 al, and before 
ἀποκτανθῶσιν in 051 1 1854 2073 and the Textus Receptus. 
‘The latter reading, which is supported by inferior external 
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witneses, is an obvious scribal amelioration of the difficulty 
occasioned by ἵνα . . . ἐάν followed by two verbs in the sub- 
junetive. The omission of iva in 8 046 1611 1859 al appears 
to be accidental, resulting in a shift of subject (‘that even the 
image of the beast should speak; and he shall cause that as 
many as... should be killed” ASV™). In view of the mul- 
of readings, no one of which clearly explains the 
of the others, a majority of the Committee thought it 
to include ἕνα in the text, but to enclose the word within 
square brackets.! 







18.17 καί {C} 


‘The absence of καί in 8* C about 26 minuscules (including 
1611) syr* cop al appears to be a secondary modifica. 
tion arising from misunderstanding the relationship between 
verses 16 and 17. When the ἕνα μή clause was taken to be 
dependent upon δῶσεν, καί was naturally regarded as super- 
fluous, whereas the clause is no doubt to be taken as dependent 
upon ποιεῖ and therefore coordinate with the ἵνα δῶσιν 
clause. The text is supported by p 8° Av P 046 051 1006 
1854 2344 ive vg arm eth al. 








13.18, ἑξήκοντα |B} 


Instead of ἑξήκοντα, which is strongly supported by p? Μ' 
A P 046 051 all extant minuseules itt® vg syr™" copste 
arm al, δέκα is read by Ὁ some manuscripts known to Irenaeus 
who, however, says that 666 is found “in all good and 
ancient copies,” and is “attested by those who had them- 
selves seen John face to face”) and Tyconius**, According to 


Ὁ Partly on the basis of po (which reads... πνεῦμα τῇ εἰκόνι τοῦ 
ποιῆϊσαι ὅσοι ἐϊὰν...) Jose Schmid prefers ἐδόθη αὐτῷ δοῦναι 
πνεῦμα... καὶ ποιῆσαι, where ποιῆσαι stands in parallel construction 
to δοῦναι (Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-Testex; 
IL. Teil, Die alten Stamme (Munich, 1955), p. 222), 
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Tischendorf’s 8th ed., the numeral 616 was also read by two 
minuscule manuscripts. which unfortunately are no. longer 
extant (nos. 5 and 11; ef. ©. R. Gregory, Prolegomena, p. 676)? 
When Greek letters are used as numerals the difference between 
666 and 616 is merely a change from £ to « (666=xE5 and 
616=y15). Perhaps the change was intentional, seeing that 
the Greek form Neron Caesar written in Hebrew characters 
(ΔῸΡ 1) is equivalent to 666, whereas the Latin form 
Caesar (0p 12) is equivalent to 616. 












14.8 [ὡς] (Ct 


‘The weight of the external evidence supporting the presence 
of ὡς (A C 1006, 1841 2040 it® vg syr al) is about equal 
to that supporting its absence (p” 8 P 046 1611 1854 2053 
(2344) it syr* cop arm eth al). It is difficult to decide 
whether the word was mechanically introduced by copyis 
us an echo of yer, 2, where it appears three times, or whether 
it. was dropped, either accidentally or in imitation of 5.9, 
where the expression ἄδουσιν δὴν καινήν oceurs without ὡς. 
In order to represent the eyen balance of external evidence 
and transeriptional probabilities, the word was retained but 
enclosed within square brackets. 








14.5 ἄμωμοι (C} 

‘The introduction of the connective γάρ (ρ΄ N 046 1006 
1611 2344 it vg syr?-" cop al) is a natural addition 
for copyists to make, especially in view of the expression 
παρθένοι γάρ εἰσιν in the previous verse; whereas there is 
no reason why the word should have been deleted. The read- 
ing without γάρ (A C P 1854 2053 2081 ite vg al) is more 
solemn, and entirely appropriate for the author (cf. 16.6). The 











2 Fora variety of other numerals in several mtnuscules and tn Armenian 
witnesses, see H. C. Hoskier, Concerning the Tezt of the Apocalypse, 1 
(London, 1929), pp. 384 f. 
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reading ὅτι ἄμωμοι (051 2056 2073 2131 2254) is obviously 
secondary. 


14.5 εἰσιν 

After εἰσὲν two minuscule manuscripts (296 2049) and 
several Latin witnesses, followed by the Clementine Vulgate 
and the Textus Receptus, add ἐνώπιον τοῦ θρόνου τοῦ θεοῦ. 
Eleven other minuscules (including 424 617 1888 2018 2084) 
add after εἰσὶν the clause οὗτοί εἰσιν οἱ ἀκολουθοῦντες τῷ 
ἀρνίῳ, αι gloss derived from ver. 4. 


14.6 ἄλλον ἄγγελον [ΟἹ 

‘The more difficult reading, which is strongly supported by 
A Ὁ 1006 1611 2053 2344 its" vg syr®-' cop arn Cyprian 
al, is to be preferred. The absence of ἄλλον (p Μ᾿ 046 most 
minuscules cop Origen al) is cither an accidental omission 
(due to the similarity of the first letters (αλλον and arpedov)) 
or, more probably, a deliberate excision owing to its seeming 
lack of relevancy (for no individual angel has been mentioned 
since 11.15). 








14.8 ἄλλος ἄγγελος δεύτερος 16] 

The yeading that seems to explain best the origin of the others 
is ἄλλος ἄγγελος δεύτερος, which is supported by Νὲ (Ὁ 
δεύτερον) P 051 1611 2053 al (the versional evidence is with- 
‘out much fores) and by the sequence of ἄλλος ἄγγελος τρίτος 
in ver. 9. This sequence, which agrees with the author's style 
in 6.4; 10.1; 15.1 (where an adjective used in addition to ἄλλος 
is placed after the noun), fs altered in A 046 more than one 
hundred minuscules Primasius al to ἄλλος δεύτερος ἄγγελος, 
while other witnesses, followed by the ‘Textus Receptus, elimi- 
nate the talttological δεύτερος (61 69 296 598 2039 2049 2066 
2286 itt! vg eth al). Likewise the reading ἄλλος δεύτερος 
(p* S8* 1006 1841 1854 2040 syr°) appears to presuppose 
the reading ἄλλος ἄγγελος δεύτερος, from which ἄγγελος 
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was accidentally omitted in transcription because of the simi- 
larity of letters in ἄλλος and ἄγγελος" (see also the comments 
on 14.6). 


14.13 vai, λέγει {B} 


Although the shorter reading λέγει (p N* 886 582 620 628 
1918 cop® eth) may be thought to be primitive, and the other 
readings seribal expansions, it is perhaps more probable that 
vat, λέγει is original, for it is strongly supported (ΝΑ C P 
051 1006 1611 1854 2344 it." vg syrP* cop arm Speculum 
al) and is in the style of the Apocalypse (1.7; 16.7; 22.20). 
‘The readings λέγει vai (046 and ninety minuscules), καὶ 
λέγει (205 2018 2019 2053), and λέγει καί (218 522) are 
obviously secondary. 





14.18 ἄγγελος [ἐξῆλθεν ἐκ τοῦ θυσιαστηρίου [0] 


On the one hand, it can be argued that ἐξῆλθεν was inserted 
by seribes from ver. 17, sometimes after ἄγγελος (8 C P 046 
most minuscules it syr*-' cop.’ arm al) and sometimes 
after θυσιαστηρίου (051 1854 2073), On the other hand, 
repetition is characteristic of the author of the Apocalypse, 
and the absence of the verb in p* A 1611 2053 αἱ may be due 
to cither accidental omission or deliberate excision by scribes 
who considered it unnecessary in view of its presence in the 
preceding verse. Because of the balance of such considerations, 
ἃ majority of the Committee preferred to follow & C 1006 al 
and to include the word in the text, but to enclose it within 
square brackets, thus reflecting considerable doubt that. it 
belongs there. 


14.19 τὸν μέγαν [0] 


Instead of τὸν μέγαν the Textus Receptus, along with 8 
1006 1854 2053 al, reads the grammatically correct τὴν μεγάλην 


¥ See Josef Schmid, Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse- 
Tectes; U. Teil, Die alten Stamme (Munich, 1955), pp. 104 f 
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(agreeing with τὴν ληνόν). That this is a scribal emendation 
seems probable, for if the feminine were original it is difficult 
to account for the emergence of the solecism τὸν μέγαν in 
(A) Ὁ P 046 051 most minuscules. A few witnesses, including 
p* 1611 1773 2019 2078, read τοῦ μεγάλου, which probably is 
intended to be taken as qualifying τοῦ θεοῦ (cf. 19.15), and a 
few other witnesses (181 424 468 al) either accidentally or 
deliberately omit the adjective altogether. 


14.20 χιλίων ἑξακοσίων. 


Instead of 1600 stadia, a reading well supported by N° 
Α Ὁ P 046 most minuseules, versions, and patristic references, 
several inferior witnesses read 1606 stadia (χιλίων ἑξακοσίων 
ἕξ, 1876 2014 2036 2037 2042 2043 2046 2047 2074 2082 
Andrew); © few other witnesses read 1200 stadia (χιλίων 
διακοσίων, 8* 203 506 syr™), probably because this numeral 
lends itself better to symbolic interpretation, One Old Latin 
manuscript (it#'e) reads mille quingentia (“1500”), and χιλίων 
has been accidentally omitted in 2065 and by the first hand of 
codex Amiatinus. 





15.3 ἐθνῶν [0] 


The weight of external evidence supporting the reading 
ἐθνῶν (κ᾽ A P 046 051 most minuscules it*s-" cop’ arm eth 
Cyprian al) is nearly the same as that supporting αἰώνων 
(φῦ ΠΟ 94 469 1006 1611 1841 2040 2065 2073 2076 
2254 2258 2344-4 2432 its vg syr™*" opt al). ‘The former 
reading was preferred by ἃ majority of the Committee on the 
grounds that (a) αἰώνων was introduced by copyists who 
recollected 1 ‘Tm 1.17 (cf. Enoch 9.4 and Tobit 13.4), and 
(δ) the reading ἐθνῶν is more in accord with the context 
(ver. 4). In order to enhance the meaning a few witnesses add 
πάντων (it® arm eth Primasius). The reading of the Textus 
Receptus (ἁγίων), which has only the slenderest support in 
Greek witnesses (296 2049, neither of which was available 
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when the Textus Receptus was formed) appears to have arisen 
from confusion of the Latin compendia for sanctorum (sctorum) 
and saeculorum (sclorum {=aidvu]); “saint” is also read 
by several Latin writers, including Vietorinus-Pettau, Tyconius, 
Apringius, and Cassiodorus. 


15.4 οὐ μὴ φοβηθῇ (C} 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
οὐ μὴ φοβηθῇ, amply supported by A C P 046 1611 2053 
iv" cop’ arm eth Cyprian al. Feeling the need of an 
object for the verb, some copyists added σὲ before ob (p™ N 
1006 2065 2073 2432) and others after φοβηθῇ (051 94 1828 
1859 2020 2138, followed by the Textus Receptus). A few 
witnesses read only οὐ (8 1006 1841 2040 2065) or only μή (1854) 
φοβηθῇ. 


16,6 λίνον [Β] 


Although the reading Noy is strongly attested (A C 2053 
vg al) and was widely circulated at an early date, in the 
opinion of the Committee it is @ transcriptional error that, 
despite « superficial parallel with Hze 28.13, makes no sense; 
it is particularly inapposite with the adjective καθαρόν, which, 
on the contrary, is altogether appropriate with λένον (P 051 1 
1008 1611 1859 2081 tee" syre4.s arm al). ‘The reading 
λίνουν (p 046 94 1828; ef. λένους, R), though a secondary 
improvement (“made of linen”) for a rare use of λίνον, in- 
directly strengthens the external support for the latter. The 
omission of the noun (cop" eth Cassiodorus) is probably due to 
translational freedom. 








16.1 ἐκ τοῦ ναοῦ 


The words ἐκ τοῦ ναοῦ, which are adequately supported by 
8 A C P 1 2020 2057 2329 vg arm Andrew and Primasius, are 
omitted (perhaps because they were regarded as somehow 
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inappropriate in the context) in 046 about ninety minuscules 
arm® Arethas. The reading ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ (42 367 468 2196 
vee cop™* arm*t Tyconius Beatus) arose when yaoi was 
taken to be the contraction of οὐρανοῦ (ovvou). 


16.4 ἐγένετο [Cj 

Instead of ἐγένετο several important witnesses, including 
pT A 1006 1854 2053 ite" syre™" eop'b al, mechanically 
conform the verb to the preceding plurals and read ἐγένοντο. 
‘The more difficult reading, ἐγένετο, is adequately supported 
by 8 C P 046 051 most minuscules it" vg arm al. 


16.16 “Αρμαγεδών 


‘The mystie place-name, usually spelled in English “Armaged- 
don” (based on one form of the late Byzantine text), is spelled 
'Αρμαγεδών in 8 A E and about 95 minuscules. Another form 
of the word, lacking the first syllable, is spelled either Maryed- 
δὼν (046 1611 2053 2063) or Μαγεδών (about 80 minuscules). 
Other orthographie variations oecur in one or more witnesses, i 
cluding the following (information concerning the breathing and 
secentuation is not available for most readings): Apueyndwr 
(2054), Apuayeddwy (2049 2081°), Apyeyedduv (2029), 
᾿Αρμεγεδων (* 2028 2033 2044 2054 2069 2083 2186), 'Apua- 
γεδῶ (2091), Apuayedor (2065), Appayedan (205 206 200 
2045), Μαγεδωδ (1828), Μαγιδων (2015), and Μακεῦδων (61 
69). Still other spellings occur in the early versions. 





16.18 ἄνθρωπος ἐγένετο [ΟἹ 

‘The reading which seems to explain best the origin of the 
others is ἄνθρωπος ἐγένετο, preserved in codex Alexandrinus 
in ρ΄ (ἄνθρωπος ἐγένοντο); the Bobairic and 
‘pts of the Sahidic likewise read the singular 
number, as well as 2020. The plural number, with or without οἱ, 
appears to have been introduced in order to avoid the repetition 
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of éyévero (just as 046 and 120 minuscules omit the first 
éyévero for the same reason). 


17.4 πορνείας αὐτῆς 10] 

Among the several readings πορνείας αὐτῆς appears to be 
best attested, being supported by A 1006 2344 vg syr? al. 
The substitution of τῆς γῆς for αὐτῆς seems to be due to 
a copyist’s blunder, Codex Sinaiticus presents the conflate 
reading πορνείας αὐτῆς καὶ τῆς γῆς (cf. the Sahidic “of her 
fornication with those of the earth” and the Bohairie “. . , with 
all the earth”) 





17.8 ὑπάγει [0] 

Orthographically ὑπάγει (A 1611 2053 al) differs very little 
from ὑπάγειν (8 P 046 051 1006 1854 al), for in Greek manu- 
scripts final ν is often represented merely by & horizontal stroke 
over the preceding letter. In the context the present indicative 
is the more difficult reading, which copyists would have been 
prone to alter to the infinitive after μέλλει. 


18.2 [καὶ φυλακὴ παντὸς θηρίου ἀκαθάρτου] [6] 

The multiplicity of variations among the witnesses, though 
complicated, is set forth clearly in the following tabular ar- 
rangement (drawn up for the Committee by Dr. Klaus Junack), 
where the three main elements are represented by 1, 2, and 3, 
and the five groups of readings are represented by A, B, C, D, 
dB, 


1 καὶ φυλακὴ παντὸς πνεύματος ἀκαθάρτου 





3 καὶ φυλακὴ παντὸς ὀρνέου ἀκαθάρτου 
8 καὶ φυλακὴ παντὸς θηρίου ἀκαθάρτου 
8α αὐὰ καὶ μεμισημένου 
A: 1—2— 33a 2529 cop* Oecumeni 
3a 33a itsls 
3a. 2— — Primasilis 
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It will be observed that amid the variety of readings each con- 
cludes with καὶ μεμισημένου, except that quoted by Primasius, 
who transposes the second and third elements. The similarities 
of the beginning and ending of the three main elements gave 
ample oceasion for accidental omission, The Committee was 
of the opinion that all three elements (cach of which involves 
an allusion to Is 13.21; 34.11) probably belonged to the original 
text of Revelation; sine, however, καὶ φυλακὴ παντὸς θηρίου 
ἀκαθάρτου is absent from such important witnesses as & 
2053 2080 vg al, it was decided to enclose these words within 
square brackets, 





18.3 τοῦ οἴνου τοῦ θυμοῦ τῆς πορνείας [0] 


The reading that. seems to explain best the origin of the 
others is τοῦ οἴνου τοῦ θυμοῦ τῆς πορνείας, read by 8 046 1006 
1859 2138 cop™™* al, The difficulty of understanding the 
exprepsion, as well as carelessness on the part of copyists, 
led to such modifications as τοῦ θυμοῦ τοῦ οἴνου τῆς πορνείας 
(P 051 about 90 minuscules it** cop’e arm eth’? al), τοῦ 
θυμοῦ τῆς πορνείας (A 1611 2053 it vg eth’ al), τοῦ ot 
vou τῆς πορνείας (792 1854 2070%™™" syr*" al), τῆς πορνείας 
τοῦ θυμοῦ (C), and τοῦ οἴνου τοῦ θυμοῦ (syr Ps-Ambrose) 





18.3 πέπωκαν [Ὁ] 


On theione hand, the most strongly supported readings. 
πέπτωκαν (A Ὁ 69 2031) and πεπτώκασιν (& 040 about 50 
minuscules including 1006** 1611 cop*: al), are searcely 
suitable in the context and seem to have arisen from a me- 
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chanical conformation to ἔπεσεν in ver. 2. On the other hand, 
the sense of the passage, as well as prophetic imagery (Jr 
25.15 [=LXX 32.15) f.; 51.7, 39 [=LXX 28,7, 39), seems to 
demand some form of the verb “to drink,” or “to make drunken” 
(compare Re 14.8). Among sueh readings ἃ majority of the 
Committee preferred πέπωκαν (1828 2321), which ean also be 
said to be supported by ἃ variety of versional and patristic 
evidence, as well as by the Greek witnesses that read πεπώ- 
κασιν or πέπωκεν (which are morphological or grammatical 
improvements of πέπωκαν). 











18.7 αὐτήν 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), ἃ minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on αὐτήν. 


18.8 κύριος ὁ θεός [0] 


Among the several readings ὁ θεὸς ὁ γύριος (Ν) may be 
dismissed as a copyist's blunder, inasmuch as this sequence 
occurs nowhere else in the book of Revelation, Likewise the 
reading ὁ θεός (A 1006 1841 2040 2053: ἐδ) vg eth) seems 
to have resulted from the accidental omission of κύριος after 
ἰσχυρός. Again, the insertion of ὁ παντοκράτωρ after θεός 
(2042 and ten other minuscules) is ἃ typical scribal accretion 
from such passages as 1.8; 4.8; 11.17; 15.3 ;16.7, 14; 19.6, 15 
21.22. Of the remaining readings, κύριος ὁ θεός is by far the 
best supported (Βς C P 046 051 most minuseules, including 
1611 1854, its! syr* (cop™*) arm Speculum al) 











18.11 ἐπ᾽ αὐτήν [ΟἹ 

‘The reading ἐπ᾽ αὐτήν is to be preferred on the strength of 
the predominant weight of external evidence (& C P and 15 
minuscules). The other readings are either accidental or de- 
liberate modifications. 
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18.17 ὁ ἐπὶ τόπον πλέων {C] 


The reading ὁ ἐπὶ τόπον πλέων (“he who sails for (any) 
part”) is strongly supported by A C about 100 minuscules, 
including 1006 1854, itt” vg, as well as by & 046 0229 al, 
which insert τόν before τόπον. The unusual expression with 
τόπον (though one similar to it occurs in Ac 27.2) prompted 
copyists to substitute one or another interpretation, as (a) ἐπὶ 
τῶν πλοίων πλέων (P 051 about 100 minuscules al), (Ὁ) ὁ ἐπὲ 
πόντον πλέων (469 582 2076" 2254 cop), (c) ὁ ἐπὶ τῶν 
πλοίων ἐπὶ τόπον πλέων (syr?), (d) ὁ ἐπὶ τὸν ποταμὸν πλέων 
(2053 2062, cf. cop “who sail in the rivers”), (6) “those who 
sail from a distance” (Ps-Ambrose), and (f) ἐπὶ τῶν πλοίων ὁ 
ὅμιλος (1 296 2049 2186 Hippolytus), which passed into the 
Textus Receptus (“the company in ships” AV). 


18.22 καὶ πᾶς τεχνίτης πάσης τέχνης {C} 

‘The absence of πάσης τέχνης in 8 A cop? is probably acci- 
dental; the words are adequately attested by C P 046 051 
most minuseules ἰδία vg syr® cop" al, and are in harmony 
with the author's style, but would scarcely have been inserted 
by copyists. The addition of καί before πάσης (2053 2138 
Ps-Ambrose) is probably a mechanical blunder in transeription, 
suggested by the repeated use of καί in the first half of the 
verse. ‘Because of homoeoteleuton several witnesses accidentally: 
omit one or another of the clauses that end in ἐν σοὶ ἔτι. 





19.5 [καὶ] of φοβούμενοι {C} 

The presence of xai is attested by A 046 051 and almost 
all other witnesses; on the other hand the word is absent from 
NC P cop, Was the word added by copyists to avoid 
the asyndetic construction, or was it deleted lest the unwary 
reader, not’ seeing that it means “even,” imagine that “those 
who fear God’ constitute a different group from “all of 
his servants"? In the opinion of the Committee the external 
evidence and the transcriptional probabilities are so evenly 
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balanced as to suggest the advisability of using square brackets 
around καί. 


19.6 κύριος ὁ θεὸς [ἡμῶν] {C} 

It is difficult to decide whether ἡμῶν was omitted in some 
witnesses (A 1 254 792 1006 2023 2040 2065 2070 2186 
syr*° cop™% eth) because it was felt to be inappropriate with 
the expression κύριος ὁ θεὸς ὁ παντοκράτωρ (none of the 
other instances of the expression in Revelation has the possessive 
pronoun, 1.8; 4.8; 11.17; 15.3; 16.7; 21.22); or whether, on 
the other hand, copyists introduced the pronoun after ὁ θεός 
in accord with the usage in verses 1 and 5. In view of the weight 
of evidence supporting the pronoun (8* P 046 1611 1854 2053 
2344 ite«! vg syr® cop” al) ἡμῶν was retained in the text, 
but enclosed within square brackets in order to express doubt 
whether it belongs there. 





19.7 δώσωμεν [Ὁ] 

If δῶμεν (Ν᾽ 046 051 most minuscules) were original, it is 
not easy to account for the origin of the other:readings. The 
future tense δώσομεν, though attested by δ" A 2053 al, is 
intolerable Greek after two hortatory subjunctive verbs, and 
must be judged to be a scribal blunder, The least unsatisfactory 
reading appears to be δώσωμεν (P and 25 minuscules), which, 
being the irregular aorist subjunctive and used only rarely 
(4.9 in & and six minuscules; Mk 6.37 in 8 and D), seems to 
have been intentionally or unintentionally altered in the other 
witnesses to one or another of the other readings. 


19.11 [καλούμενος ] πιστὸς καὶ ἀληθινός [0] 


Although it might be supposed that the reading πιστὸς 
καὶ ἀληθινὸς (A P 051 1 2042 2081 al) is original, and that 
καλούμενος was added by various transcribers either before or 
after the phrase, or after πιστός, a majority of the Com- 
mitiee considered the omission of the word to be either accidental 
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(καλούμενος Kai) or deliberate (lest it be imagined that the 
Rider is merely called Faithful and True), and preferred to 
adopt the reading attested by 046 94 1006 1611 1841 1854 
2020 2053 2062 2065 2073 2138 2329 al. The reading of Ν' 
arose after a scribe, following the short reading represented 
by A P al, replaced καλούμενος, but inserted it at an incorrect 
position. In view, however, of the divergent positions of 
καλούμενος, it was thought best to enclose the word within 
square brackets. 


(The reading of 8 (πιστὸς καλούμενος καὶ ἀληθινός) seems 
to explain best the origin of the other readings. The word 
καλούμενος was transferred to a position either before πιστός 
or after ἀληθενός so as to permit the customary connection of 
the two adjectives πιστὸς καὶ ἀληθινός (as in 3.14; 21.5; 
22.6). The preferred sequence of text, therefore, is πιστὸς 
καλούμενος] καὶ ἀληθινός. B.M.M.) 


19.12 [ὡς] [6] 


The ὡς before φλόξ is attested by A, about 20 minuscules, 
most ancient versions, and several important patristic wit- 
nesses. Furthermore, the use of the word is « characteristic of 
the author of the Apocalypse. On the other hand, however, 
it is lacking in four uncials (ΝΣ P 046 051) and about 170 minus- 
cules, as well as the Armenian version and Hippolytus. Its 
presence can be explained as due to scribal assimilation to the 
similar expression in 1.14. So indecisive is the evenly balanced 
evidence that the Committee considered it best to retain the 
word enclosed within square brackets. 





19.13 βεβαμμένον {C} 

Among the many variant readings βεβαμμένόν appears to 
be both the best supported (A 046 051 most minuscules cop 
arm al) and most likely to provoke change. Either the absence 
of ἐν with the following αἵματι or, more probably, the feeling 
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that the context (and perhaps also the recollection of Is 
63.3) made βάπτω less appropriate to express the sense than 
ῥαίνω, or its collateral ῥαντίζω, prompted copyists to sub- 
stitute ἐρραντισμένον (172 256 792 1006 1341 1778 1862 2017 
2018 2040 2065 2070 Origen), or ῥεραντισμένον (P 2019 2321 
2329 Origen), or ἐρραμμένον (2053 2062 Origen), or ῥέραμ- 
μένον (105 1611 Origen), or, in order to heighten the description, 
περιρεραμμένον (8* Irenacus), later corrected to mepipepar- 
τισμένον (8°). (The versional and non-Greek patristic evidence 
often cited for the several forms of ῥαίνω and ῥαντίζω tends 
to be ambiguous.) 


20.2 ὁ ὄφις ὁ ἀρχαῖος 

After τὸν δράκοντα the Textus Receptus, following most 
witnesses (8 046 P most minuscules), reads τὸν ὄφιν τὸν 
ἀρχαῖον, thus avoiding the inconcinnity of the nominative 
ὁ ὄφις ὁ ἀρχαῖος (A 1678 1778 2080). The latter reading is in 
accord with the linguistic usage of the book of Revelation, 
which employs the nominative case for a title or proper name that 
stands in apposition to a noun in an oblique case, Eleven minus- 
cules uccidentully omit τὸν ὄφιν and read only τὸν ἀρχαῖον. 


20.6 [τά] {C} 

‘The external evidence for the presence of the article τά 
before χέλια ἔτη (δ 046 about thirty minuscules cop*%) is 
almost evenly balanced by the evidence for its absence (A 051 
most minuscules cop™* arm Andrew Arethas). Likewise, 
transcriptional and intrinsie probabilities are so indecisive that 
a majority of the Committee thought it best to include the 
word but to enclose it within square brackets. 





20.9 ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ [0] 


Among the seven variant readings ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ has in its 
favor the preponderant weight of external evidence (A about 
25 minuscules cop*"** Tyconius Augustine Primasius al). The 
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reading ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἀπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ (046 and about 120 minus- 
cules) appears to be an expansion introduced by copyists in 
imitation of 21.2 and 10. The other variants involve deliberate 
or accidental modifications of the preposition(s) or of the 
sequence of clauses in the expanded reading. In eodex Sinaiticus 
the words from πῦρ to λέμνην of ver. 10 are supplied by 8%, 
the lines having been accidentally omitted by 8* 


21.3 θρόνου 


Instead of θρόνου, which is attested by 8 A 94 vg Inenacus!#t 
‘Tyconius Ambrose Augustine Haymo, the Textus Receptus, 
following P 046 almost all minuscules and most versions, reads 
οὐρανοῦ. ‘The latter appears to be an assimilation to ἐκ τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ of ver. 2. 





31.8 λαοί {Dj} 


It is extremely difficult to decide between the reading λαοί, 
which is supported by 8 A 046 2053 and twelve other minus- 
cules it” Irenaeus", and the reading λαός, which is supported 
by E P almost all minuscules and versions and many Fathers, 
Has the author followed the prophetic Scriptures that con- 
sistently speak of the one people of God (e.g. Jr 31.83 [= LXX 
38. Zch 8.8)? In that case, λαοί was introduced by 
copyists who pedantically conformed the word to the preceding 
αὐτοί. Or, did the author deliberately modify the traditional 
concept, substituting “the many peoples of redeemed humanity 
for the single elect nation, the world for Israel” (Swete)? In that 
case, λαός betrays the hand of the emendator who conformed 
the reading to the imagery of the Old Testament, Chiefly on the 
basis of what was taken to be very slightly superior manuscript 
evidence a majority of the Committee preferred λαοί. 











21.3 per” αὐτῶν ἔσται, [αὐτῶν Beds,] [Ὁ] 


Once again it is singularly difficult to determine the original 
reading. Was the expression αὐτῶν θεός (or θεὸς αὐτῶν) omitted 
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(δ 046 most minuscules) because it seemed to be totally super- 
fluous, or was it added as a marginal gloss, derived from 
Is 7.14 and 8.8? If it be argued that the preceding clause (καὶ 
αὐτοὶ λαοὶ αὐτοῦ ἔσονται) requires some such parallelism as 
provided by αὐτῶν θεός or θεὸς αὐτῶν, the question arises 
whether these words are the author's or were supplied by a 
perceptive copyist. Moreover, in choosing between αὐτῶν θεός 
and θεὸς αὐτῶν, one is faced with conflicting considerations. 
‘The former order, involving the unemphatic position of αὐτῶν, 
seems to be contrary to the author's usage elsewhere (only in 
18.8 does such an order appear). The latter order, however, 
may have arisen as an attempt to avoid the sequence αὐτῶν. 
ἔσται αὐτῶν. After considerable discussion the Committee 
concluded that the least unsatisfactory procedure was to print 
the text of A, but to enclose the words αὐτῶν θεός within 
square brackets. 


214 [ὅτι] τὰ πρῶτα [ΟἹ 


On the one hand it can be argued that the reading τὰ πρῶτα, 
which is strongly supported by A P 051 1006 1611 2053 
αἱ, is original and that copyists sought to avoid asyndeton. by 
inserting ὅτι or γάρ. On the other hand, however, it is alto- 
gether possible that the shorter reading originated through an 
accident in transcription’ when, because of the preceding ἔτι, 
copyists overlooked ὅτι. In order to represent the balance of 
probabilities the Committee decided to include 671 enclosed 
within square brackets. 








31.5 λέγει [6] 

After λέγει the Textus Receptus, following 8 P 051 most 
minuscules it syre* cop arm eth al, adds μοι. Since 
there is no reason why such a word, if original, should have 








Ὁ As an example of what nonsense sertbes can produce, ef. the absurd 
reading of 8* (τὰ πρόβατα instead of τὰ xp@ra!). 


‘THE REVELATION TO JOHN 767 





been deleted by copyists, the shorter reading, supported by 
A 046 about 80 minuseules (including 1611 1854 2053) ite 
vg syt* Irenaeus! al, is to be preferred. 


21.6 γέγοναν 


‘The unusual aoristic termination of yéyovay (N° A 1678 
1778 Irenacus'*' Primasius) seems to have given rise to the 
variants (a) γεγόνασιν (206 254 469 1006 1841 2020 2053 
2062 2065 its'* syr?* cop’ Tyconius Primasius Oecumenius), 
(δ) γέγονε (20 minuscules vg Primasius), and (c) γέγονα. 
(8* P 046, about 160 minuscules, cop arm Andrew Arethas), 
With reading (a) compare the similar correction at Ro 16.7; 
with (6) compare Re 16.17, which occurs In another final 
scene; and with (6) the following set of varlant readings is 
connected. 


31.6 ἐγώ [εἰμι] 

Most of the witnesses that read γέγονα in the previous 
set of variants lack either eu ΩΣ P 046 many minuscules) 
or ἔγώ εἰμι (most minuseules). It is difficult to decide 
whether εἰμι should be retained (as in 1.8) or omitted (as in 
22.13, where only about ten minuscules read εἰμι). In order 
to represent the balance of probabilities it was decided to 
retain εἰμι in the text, but to enclose it within equare brackets, 


22.14 πλύνοντες τὰς στολὰς αὐτῶν [Β] 


Instead of πλύνοντες τὰς στολὰς αὐτῶν, supported by ΒΑ 
about 15 minuscules (including 1006 2020 2053) it vg cop" 
al, the Textus Receptus, following 046 most. minuscules ite!« 
sy cop’ al, reads the somewhat similar sounding’ words 
ποιοῦντες ‘rds ἐντολὰς αὐτοῦ. ‘The latter reading appears 
to be a seribal emendation, for elsewhere the author uses the 
expression τηρεῖν τὰς ἐντολάς (12.17; 14.12), “Moreover, 
the prepossessions of the scribes would have favoured ποις 
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ofvres τὰς ἐντολάς rather than πλύνοντες τὰς στολάφ᾽ (Η. Β. 
Swete, in ἴσο.) 


22.21 κυρίου "Inood [Bj 

The reading κυρίου Ἰησοῦ, which is well supported by 8 A 
and about 15 minuscules (including 1611 2053), was expanded 
by pious scribes by adding Χριστοῦ after Ἰησοῦ (046 051 
most minuscules) and ἡμῶν after κυρίου (about 15 minuscules 
its" yg syreh-» arm al). The omission of ἡ χάρις τοῦ κυρίου 
Ἰησοῦ (2329 cop") arose by accident when the eye of the 
copyist or translator passed from Ἰησοῦ (ver. 20) to Ἰησοῦ 
(ver. 21). Likewise, the singular reading of 1859 (κυρίου) 
is a transcriptional blunder. 


22.21 μετὰ πάντων [6] 


The concluding words of the book have been transmitted in 
curiously diverse forms, Apringius and Primasius omit ver. 21 
entirely, and the Bohairic version unites verses 20 and 21 to 
read, “Come, our Lord Jesus Christ, upon all the saints unto 
age of the age (or ages). Amen.” The Greek witnesses present 
seven different endings (not counting those that append 
“Amen’”): 


(Ὁ) μετὰ πάντων 
( μετὰ πάντων ὑμῶν 


(3) μετὰ πάντων ἡμῶν 
(4) μετὰ τῶν ἁγίων 

(5) μετὰ τῶν ἁγίων σου 
(6) μετὰ πάντων τῶν ἁγίων 

(2) μετὰ πάντων τῶν ἁγίων αὐτοῦ 


In favor of (4), which is read by δὲ ites, is the fact that else- 
where in the book of Revelation ἅγιος is used twelve times 
(in 8.3 with πάντων) to designate the Christian believers. 
Rending (2), adopted by the Textus Receptus, is attested 
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by only one Greek manuseript (296) and shows the influence 
of 2 Cor 13.13 and 2 Th 3.18, Reading (6), which has the most 
extensive testimony (046 051 about 180 minuseules syr' 
cop= arm Andrew Arethas), appears to be a conflation of 
(1) and (4), Readings (3), (5), and-(7) are supported by quite 
insignificant evidence. On the basis of the weight of codex 
Alexandrinus (4th century), which is joined by manuscripts 
of the Latin Vulgate and by Tyconius (a.p. 380) and Beatus 
(4.v. 786), 8 majority of the Committee preferred the shortest 
reading, μετὰ πάντων. 





33.21 omit ἀμήν. (0] 


‘The Textus Receptus, following Νὰ 046 051 almost all minus- 
cules yg syr** cop™* arm eth al, concludes the book with 
ἀμήν. If, however, this word were present originally, it is 
difficult to account for its omission in such witnesses as A 
1006 2065'** 2432 it**" several mss. of the Vulgate (including 
isis) Tyconius al. 




















APPENDIX 


PPLEMENTARY List OF GREEK MANUSCRIPTS 





Here and there in the commentary occasional reference is 
made to a variety of witnesses, chiefly Greek minuscule manu- 
scripts, which are not cited in the text-volume. The following 
list of 265 such witnesses supplies the kind of information that is 
given for Greek manuscripts in the Introduction of the text- 
volume, namely, an indication of the contents and date of each 
manuscript. In the column headed “Content,” the letter ‘“e” 
refers to one or more of the Gospels; the letter “a” to the 
Acts and/or the Catholic Epistles; “p” to one or all of the 
Pauline Epistles; and “r” to Revelation. For more extensive 
information (i, 6. whether a manuscript is fragmentary; whether 
it is ἃ palimpsest; whether it contains a commentary; the dimen- 
sions and layout of its pages; its present location), one may 
consult the reference volumes compiled by Gregory and by 
Aland, mentioned above on p. xi. 


Number Content Date Number Content Date 
Luke 22.41, 23 6 ΧΙ 
45-48,58-61 1 28 e XI 

R; e vi 29 e x 
Zz e VI 89 e XI 
Q e ΙΧ 43 eap XII 
075 P x «1 e xv 
0150 P ΙΧ δι eap XII 
0151 Ρ IX 1188 e XIII 
0211 e ΙΧ 59 e ΧΠῚ 
3 eap XI 60 or 1297 

6 eap ΧΗ 62 ap ΧΙΥ 

8 ἃ ΧΙ 68 e Ger 

10 e ΧΠ 72 e XI 
16 e ΧΙν 74 e 1292? 
21 e ΧΗ 75 e ΧΙ 


ma 




















772 


Number Content 


82 

89 

90 

98 
101 
105 
106 
ll 
1:4 
123 
134 
151 
472 
177 
180 


201 
203 
213 
218 
221 
228 
224 
226 
236 
243 
257 
258 
262 
265 
267 
270 
304 
317 
319 


e 
apr 
apr 

ΓΝ 


ap 
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Date 
x 
1006 
XVI 
XI 
ΧΙ 
XII 
ba 
XI 
ΧΙ 
ΧΙ 
XIL 
x 
ΧΠΙΧΙΝ 





ΧΠΙΧΙΝ 
XIII 

x 

XII 

XI 

ΧΗ 

XII 

ΧΗ 

XII 


Number Content 


321 
331 
337 
389 
349 
856 
864 
367 
383 
385 
390 
398 
399 
404 
418. 
437 
442 
450 
455 
455 
456 
459 
408 
464 
466 
471 
476, 
478 
481 
484 
506 
536 
566 
371 
573 





ap 


« 
ap 
ap 
a 
ap 
apr 
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Number Content 


582 eapr 
598, © 
602 ap 
603 ap 
606 ap 
610 a 
811 ap 
616 apr 
617 apr 
620 apr 
628 apr 
642 ap 
659 e 
660 e 
661 e 
664 eapr 
665, ap 
680 eapr 
697 e 
726 e 
743, ear 
782 e 
704, cap 
807 e 
823 eap 
850 e 
876 ap 
913 ap 
919 apr 
920 apr 
94 eap 
990 te 
999 eap 

1043 e 

1070 ap 


Date 
1384. 
ΧΠῚ 
x 
XIV 
ΧΙ 
xn 
ΧΗ 
1484 
ΧΙ 
ΧΗ 
XIV 
XV 
ΧΗ 
ΜΧΗ 
ΧΙ 
XV 
XML 
XIV 
ΧΠῚ 
ΧΗ 
XIV 
ΧΗ 
XIV 
XIV 
ΧΠῚ 
XII 





Number Content 


1076 
1099 
1108 
1149 
1178 
1188 
1194 
1200 
1219 
1223 
1243 
1245 
1270 
1279 
1288 
1295 
1341 
1346 
1354 
1355 
1375 
1402 
1405 
1521 
1585 
1570 
1578 
1579 
1592 
1604 
1610 
1642 
1678 
1704 
1738 


e 
ap 
ap 


esp 


e 
e 


Date 
x 
XIV 
XIII 
XIII 
XII 
XI/XIL 
ΧΙ 
XIL 
XI 
x 
ΧΙ 
ΧΗ 
ΧΙ 
ΧΙ 
ΧΗ 
ΙΧ 
ΧΙΖΧΗΙ 
X/X1 
XIV 
ΧΗ 
XIL 
XI 
XV 
XI 
ΧΠῚ 
ΧΙ 
XI/XU1 
XI 
1445 
XI 
1364 
1278 
XIV 
1541 
XI 

















τι 


Number 
1788 
1765 
1773 
1799 
1819 
1820 
1827 
1829 
1831 
1841 
1845 
1849 
1852 
1862 
1872 
1874 
1875 
1876 
1884 
1888 
1891 
1893, 
1895 
1896 
1911 
1912 
1918 
1924 
1927 
1980 
1982 
1944 
1952 
1961 
1964 


Content 


ap 


Date 
xa 
xIV 
ΧΙ 
ΧΗΧΧΗΙ 
XV 
XV 
1295, 
ΧΙ 
ΧΙΝ 
IX/X 
x 
1069 
XIII 
IX 
ΧΗ 
x 
ΧΙ 
XV 
XVI 
ΧΙ 
Χ 
ΧΗ 
ΙΧ 
XIV/XV 
XVI 
x 
XIV 
ΧΙ 
x 
XVI 
XI 
xv 
1324 
XIV 
xv 
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Number Content 


1977 
1978 
1992 
1994 
2000 
2004 
2005 
2014 
2015 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2028 
2031 
2036 
2037 
2039 
2045 
2046 
20487 
2081 
2055 
2056 
2057 
2059 
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Number Content 


2084 
2104 
2125 
2131 
2143 
2145 
2147 
2180 
2183 
2186 
2196 
2248 
2254 
2256 


ΟῚ 


eap 


Date 
xv 


Number Content 


2258 
2286 
2208. 
2321 
2322 
2386 
2401 

2430 
2464 
2576 

2685 
2690 
2739 


τ 
τ 


ap 


Date 
XVI 
Xu 
XI 
XI 
XII/XII1 
XU 
XII 
XI 
xX 
1287 
XV 
XVI 
XIV 
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